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ABSTRACT 



This study examines available information on base 
closures. A determination is made as to the criteria for 
and the effects of these closures. The criteria developed 
include costs to the federal government, local economic 
impact, political impact, environmental impact and the 
impact on defense readiness. There were few detailed data 
available on the criterion of costs to the federal govern- 
ment. The majority of the information came from GAO evalua- 
tions of DOD proposals to close or realign bases. There 
were more data available on the criterion of local economic 
impact, the majority of these data coming from the Office of 
Economic Adjustment. Some data were available on the 
remaining criteria, but they were mostly based on personal 
opinions. The analysis attempts to draw lessons from past 
base closures to assist in the assessment of future closure 
decisions. However, the limited data provided little 
conclusive evidence to support the criteria for decision 
making. 



Ill 



I / 

d-.'l 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. BACKGROUND 1 

B. OBJECTIVES 3 

C. SCOPE 3 

D. METHODOLOGY 4 

E. DEFINITIONS 5 

F. OUTLINE 6 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 8 

A. PURPOSE 8 

B. SCOPE OF THE REVIEW 8 

C. ORGANIZATION OF THE REVIEW 9 

D. COSTS TO THE GOVERNMENT 12 

E. LOCAL ECONOMIC IMPACT 23 

F. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 33 

G. POLITICAL IMPACT 34 

H. IMPACT ON MILITARY READINESS 35 

I. SUMMARY OF LITERATURE REVIEW 38 

III. ANALYSIS 41 

A. COSTS TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 41 

B. LOCAL ECONOMIC IMPACT 57 

C. POLITICAL IMPACT 66 

D. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 66 

iv 



E. IMPACT ON DEFENSE READINESS 67 

F. SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS 68 

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 71 

A. CONCLUSIONS 71 

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 72 

APPENDIX A: SUMMARY OF COMPLETED MILITARY BASE 

ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT PROJECTS 1961-1986 74 

APPENDIX B: DEFENSE SECRETARY'S COMMISSION ON 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 84 

APPENDIX C: BREAKDOWN OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 

BY STATE AND BRANCH OF SERVICE 87 

LIST OF REFERENCES 89 

INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST 92 



V 



I. 



INTRODUCTION 



A . BACKGROUND 

The annual cost of operating over 5000 U.S. military 
installations is over $30 billion. Like other government 
agencies, the Department of Defense is having to meet its 
commitments in a time of tightening budgets. In terms of 
real dollars, the budget for the Department of Defense has 
been declining from 1984 through 1988. It is clear that the 
Department of Defense must find ways to make its dollars go 
further. These financial restrictions are always taken into 
account when determining the operating requirements of 
military bases. [Ref. 1] 

One of the proposed solutions to the the defense budget 
constraints has been the closure or realignment of some 
military installations. Realignment of a military 
installation means to take some function of one installation 
and transfer it to another installation. Realignment can 
either be the consolidation of two similar functions carried 
out in different locations or the relocation of a particular 
function to a location where it can be accomplished at a 
lesser cost. 

The issue of base closure is very complex and 
politically volatile. There would appear to be v/idespread 
belief that base closures are necessary if the Department of 
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Defense is to operate within current budgetary constraints. 
The problem seems to be just how to achieve these closures. 

The Department of Defense has the following base 
facilities : 

5400 separate properties. 

26 million acres of land. 

2.2 million military personnel. 

1.7 million guard and reserves. 

1.4 million civilians. 

The size of these bases and properties range from as small 
as a half-acre to installations that cover over three 
million acres. The original investment cost of these 
properties is estimated at $66 billion. [Ref. 1] 

The current cost of the physical assets of the Defense 
Department's installations is now estimated at $450 billion. 
The majority of these structures were built in the 1940 's 
and 1950 's in response to World War II and the Korean 
Conflict. Many were constructed to be temporary and, yet, 
the majority of them are still in use after over 40 years. 
The age of these structures is only part of the problem. 
The composition of the Armed Forces has changed 
dramatically. There is an all volunteer force with an 
increased emphasis on women and the military family. The 
number of dependents under military care has doubled in the 
last 20 years, and there are five times as many women in 
uniform. [Ref. 2] 
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The topic of base closure is not a new one. During the 
Kennedy and Johnson administrations, more than 450 
realignment and closure actions were initiated. These 
actions resulted in an annual savings of more than one 
billion dollars. During the Nixon and Ford administrations, 
more than 27 00 realignment and closure actions were 
undertaken. These actions included the closing and disposal 
of 80 military installations, with a cost savings annually 
of over four billion dollars. 

B. OBJECTIVES 

The purpose of this thesis is to determine the criteria 
for closing or realigning military installations. It will 
examine the proposals for previous base closures and the 
effects of base closures and will demonstrate the various 
criteria used by different groups in arguing whether or not 
a base should be closed. 

The thesis will address these questions: 

- What factors does DOD consider in deciding whether to 
close or realign a base? 

- Who opposes base closures? What factors do they 

consider in arguing against them? 

- What evidence is available from previous base closures 
to support or refute reasons for closing or for 
retaining bases? 

C. SCOPE 

This thesis will explore all aspects of the base closure 
problem, including the direct as well as indirect effects of 
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a closure. It will also look at what effect the closure of 
a base has upon the local community. There will also be an 
examination of the different services within the Defense 
department to see if each service has its own criteria, or 
if there is a consensus. This examination begins in the 
next chapter with a review of literature the author feels is 
important to the topic of base closure. The review will be 
formed around possible criteria for base closures. 

D. METHODOLOGY 

The main objective during the research portion of the 
thesis was to gather together enough information so that the 
majority of the criteria used, either currently or on 



previous 


base 


closures, could 


be covered. There 


was a heavy 


reliance 


on 


the Defense Logistics 


Studies 


Information 


Exchange 


at 


the United States Army 


Logistics 


Management 


College, 


Fort 


Lee, Virginia; 


upon Mr. 


James G. 


Abbee, the 


Director 


of 


Communications 


for the 


Defense 


Secretary ' s 



Commission on Base Realignment and Closure; upon Mr. Wallace 
Bishop of the Office of Economic Assistance; and on the 
Dudley Knox library at the Naval Postgraduate School for the 
majority of the information. Other sources of information 
included the President's Private Sector Survey on Cost 
Control , commonly known at the Grace Commission report. 
Report on the Office of the Secretary of Defense [Ref. 3]; 
the Congressional Budget Office/General Accounting Office 
analysis of the Grace Commission's major proposals for cost 
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control [Ref. 4]; and the Department of Defense's Summary of 
Completed Military Base Economic Adjustment Projects . [Ref. 
5] The remainder of the material used as an information 
base consisted of approximately 75 articles from 
periodicals . 

E. DEFINITIONS 

The following is a list of terms used throughout this 
thesis and are explained here so that any confusion can be 
avoided . 

The term "appropriate Committees of Congress" means the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives . 

The term "Commission on Base Realignment and Closure" 
means the commission established by the Secretary of Defense 
in the charter signed by the Secretary on May 3, 1988. 

The term "charter establishing such Commission" means 
the charter referred to in the above definition. 

The term "military installation" means any activity 
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of a military 
department . 

The term "realignment" includes any action which both 
reduces and relocates functions and civilian personnel 
positions of a military installation. 

The term "Secretary" refers to the Secretary of Defense. 

The term "United States" includes the 50 States, the 
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, 
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the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and any other 
commonwealth, territory, or possession of the United States. 
[Ref. 6] 

F. OUTLINE 

The remainder of this thesis will consist of a review of 
the literature, an analysis of the information gathered, and 
the author's conclusions and summary. 

The literature review is organized around what the 
author feels are the key criteria for base closure. The 
review starts with costs to the government and includes not 
only costs to the Department of Defense but costs to other 
federal agencies as well. This criterion, costs to the 
federal government, covers costs, cost savings and cost 
estimation. The second criterion examined is local economic 
impact. There will be an examination of data which indicate 
that the impact upon the local community is quite severe and 
of others which suggest that the effect is not so severe. 
The remaining criteria are political and environmental 
impacts and the impact on defense readiness. Collection of 
data on the impact on defense readiness and the political 
impact was difficult. There is not a lot of "hard" data 
available. It is all opinion with not much in the way of 
support . 

The analysis chapter will consist of an examination of 
historical data on past base closures and information about 
proposed closures and realignments to find evidence relevant 
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to the criteria. The summary will consist of a comparison 
of the different criteria used with historical data on past 
base closures. There will also be a review of new criteria 
that might be used in the future. 
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II. 



LITERATURE REVIEW 



A. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this chapter is to explore some of the 
important studies and papers on base closures. The major 
focus of this literature review is to present reasons for 
and against the closure of military installations and to 
show why the topic of base closures has generated so much 
concern. From this review the author will develop the 
criteria used for decisions regarding base closures. The 
claims of different organizations involved with base 
closures will then be compared with independent studies so 
it can be determined whether there is an actual basis for 
the claims. In Chapter III, the results of this literature 
review will be combined with basic economic principles, and 
an analysis done to determine the merit of each criteria. 

B. SCOPE OF THE REVIEW 

The literature research began with a preliminary 
bibliographic search of the Defense Technical Information 
Center, the Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange, 
and the Dudley Knox Library at the Naval Postgraduate 
School. These searches indicated that publication of 
primary data and analytical material was sparse. Because of 
the lack of data on the criteria for base closure, other 
sources of information were investigated. Significantly 
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more information was found in discussion with representa- 
tives of government agencies actually involved with base 
closures, such as Mr. Jim Abbee, Director of Communications 
for the Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment 
and Closure, and Mr. Wallace Bishop, Jr. , Senior Project 
Manager, President's Economic Adjustment Committee, Office 
of Economic Adjustment. 

The literature presented numerous criteria being used by 
different organizations involved with base closures or 
realignments either to support or oppose base closures. 
Using this information, it was determined what criteria are 
used to justify a base closure. Historical data show the 
effects of previous base closures. From the minutes of 
appropriate congressional hearings, the House [Ref. 7] as 
well as the Senate [Ref. 8], the Base Closure and 
Realignment Subcommittee, [Ref. 9] and the Subcommittee on 
Military Construction [Ref. 10], the actual criteria being 
used to close bases were determined. A final source of 
information were meetings involving congressional committees 
and service secretaries, because base closure was a topic 
constantly under discussion. 

C. ORGANIZATION OF THE REVIEW 

The analysis of the literature in this review will be 
presented under the criteria of cost to the federal 
government, local economic impact, environmental impact, 
political impact and impact on military readiness. The 
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criterion of cost to the federal government will cover a 
major portion of this chapter. Included under this topic 
are cost savings, one-time closing costs and related costs 
of closing a military installation. Along with determining 
the nature of the relevant costs, one must also determine 
the amounts of these costs--a problem of cost estimation. 

The first portion of this literature review will provide 
a background on the Defense Secretary's Commission on Base 
Realignment and Closure. [Ref. 1] The hearings of this 
commission contain some information on all of the different 
criteria. Background on the President's Private Sector 
Survey on Cost Controls [Ref. 3], as well as the 
Congressional Budget Office/General Accounting Office 
analysis of the Grace Commissions recommendations [Ref. 4], 
will be presented in the "cost to the government" section of 
this thesis. Background on the Department of Defense's 
Summary of Completed Military Base Economic Adjustment 
Projects; 25 Years of Civilian Reuse . [Ref. 5] will be found 
in the "local economic impact" section. 

1 . Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment 

and Closure 

On 3 May 1988, the Secretary of Defense, Frank 
Carlucci, established the Defense Secretary's Commission on 
Base Realignment and Closure. The commission included 
persons who have broad experience in both government and in 
national defense (see Appendix B) . Their job is to study 
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the issues surrounding the realignment and closure of 
military installations within the United States. [Ref. 1] 

The function of the commission was to determine the 
best means for identifying bases to be closed or realigned. 
It was also to determine how to improve federal government 
incentive programs designed to help overcome the sometimes 
adverse effect of base closures on the local economy. These 
programs include public works and technical assistance 
grants from the Commerce Department, Job Training and 
Assistance grants from the Department of Labor, and Urban 
Development Action and Community Development Block Grants 
from the Department of Housing and Urban Development. [Ref. 
11] The following are some of the criteria the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense thought would prove helpful to the 
commission in its search for bases to close: 

- The current and future mission requirements and the 
impact on operational readiness of the military 
departments concerned. 

- The availability and condition of land and facilities at 
both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

- The potential to accommodate contingency, mobilization, 
and future force requirements at receiving locations. 

- The cost and manpower implications. 

- The extent and timing of potential cost savings, 
including whether the total cost savings realized from 
the closure or realignment of the base will exceed the 
amount expended to close or realign the base by the end 
of the 6-year period beginning with the date of 
completion of the closure or realignment of the base. 

- The economic impact on the community in which the base 
to be closed or realigned is located. 
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- The community support at the receiving locations. 

- The environmental impact. 

- The implementation process involved. 

The information gathered by the commission is to be reported 
to the Secretary of Defense, along with recommendations, no 
later than 31 December, 1988. [Ref. 1] 

D. COSTS TO THE GOVERNMENT 

1 . The President's Private Sector Survey on Cost 
Controls 

On 30 June 1982, by executive order number 12369, 
President Reagan established the President's Private Sector 
Survey on Cost Control (PPSSCC) and named J. Peter Grace as 
chairman. The job of this group was to identify any 
opportunities for increased efficiency and reduced costs 
that could be had by legislative or executive methods. It 
was made up of 161 chief executive officers from some of the 
largest corporations in the world. Overall, it is reported 
that more than 2000 individuals took part in some portions 
of the PPSSCC. The work done by the PPSSCC was privately 
financed at a cost of more than $74 million. [Ref. 1] 

The PPSSCC was organized into 36 different groups. 
Of these 36 groups, 22 were assigned to study specific 
departments and agencies within the federal government. The 
remaining 14 groups were assigned to study facets of the 
government that cut across all departments. These facets 
include data processing, personnel, and procurement policy. 
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Each group then produced its own separate report. In 
addition to the original 36 reports, another 11 reports on 
selected issues were prepared by the office management staff 
at PPSSCC. The 47 reports contained 2478 specific cost 
cutting recommendations covering 784 different issues. The 
final edition of the PPSSCC report was published in two 
volumes, with a combined length of 650 pages. The report 
was presented to the President on 16 January, 1984. [Ref. 
3] 

2 . GAO/CBO Analysis of PPSSCC Recommendations 

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) and the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) reviewed 396 of the 
President's Private Sector Survey on Cost Controls' (PPSSCC) 
recommendations. This review included almost 90% of all the 
savings recommended by the PPSSCC. To the best of their 
ability, the CBO and GAO estimated the impact of the PPSSCC 
proposals on the CBO ' s baseline budget projections for the 
fiscal years of 1985 through 1988. An analysis was made and 
the results published in February of 1984. [Ref. 4] 

The CBO and GAO analyzed whether the PPSSCC 
recommendations could be implemented administratively or 
whether they would require legislation. The analysis also 
included the overall reasonableness of each recommendation. 
Because of the complexity of many of the recommendations, 
the GAO review and analysis was quite specific. 
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3 . Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment 
and Closure 

One of the people to speak before this Commission 
was Stephen Moore, Grover Hermann Fellow in federal 
budgetary affairs at the Heritage Foundation. Mr. Moore 
proposed that the only costs to consider in the closure of a 
military installation were costs to the government. He 
specifically stated that local economic impact should not be 
considered. Mr. Moore went on to list other criteria, or 
changes to current policy for base closure. [Ref. 1] 

4 . Cost Savings 

Another one of the speakers before the Defense 
Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure was 
Fred Thompson, Professor of Public Management at Willamette 
University. Professor Thompson spoke of the waste that is 
present in the current military base structure. He stated 
that the bases were "highly wasteful" and the waste came 
from a "failure to allocate property held by the military to 
higher valued, non-military uses and not from excess 
operating costs." [Ref. 1] The waste that he spoke of was 
the opportunity cost of not putting the land that the base 
sits on to better use, as well as the excess operating 
costs. He said, however, that the operating costs of a base 
were minimal compared to the opportunity cost. Professor 
Thompson said that the emphasis in choosing bases to be 
closed should be on the alternative potential private uses 
of the facilities. He stated that, once it had been 
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determined that some bases were going to be closed, part of 
the decision as to which bases to select should be based on 
the reuse of the property. He suggested that, if one base 
would be more desirable to private sector companies than 
another base, then this should be a primary consideration in 
the closure decision. Professor Thompson argued that an 

evaluation of the possible reuse of the property should be 
done, just as economic or environmental impact studies are 
done. [Ref. 1] 

The Grace Commission recommended that the Department 
of Defense close unnecessary bases, consolidate activities 
providing support for bases that were in the same area, and 
consolidate major equipment maintenance facilities. 
Specifically, it recommended that: 

- The President should appoint an independent commission 
to study realignment or have the Department of Defense 
designate all bases as candidates for closure and begin 
appropriate studies. The PPSSCC estimated that closing 
some unnecessary bases could save as much as $2.7 
billion. 

- The Department of Defense should make participation in 

the existing Defense Retail Inter-service Support (DRIS) 
program mandatory. This would increase base 

consolidations . 

- The Department of Defense should establish a time-table 
for consolidating depot level maintenance facilities, 
based on a uniform cost accounting system for all of its 
facilities. [Ref. 3] 

Base support operations include such services as 
fire protection, housing management and maintenance, finance 
and accounting, refuse collection, civilian personnel 
management, building and road maintenance, and security. 
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There are 50 such functions in the administrative and 



logistical support areas and 25 in the supply and 
maintenance areas. Since most of these functions are 
standard across the services, there is a potential for cost 
savings to the extent that they are consolidated in 
geographical areas with several military facilities. Such 
consolidation can reduce duplication in staffing and 
facilities. In 1973, the Department of Defense initiated 
the DRIS program to provide base commanders with a mechanism 
for determining where base support operations could be 
consolidated in order to reduce costs and increase 
efficiency. The savings from the consolidation of base 

support operations are estimated to be $100-$500 million 
annually. This estimate is derived from testimony by the 
General Accounting Office on 22 June 1982 before the 
Legislation and National Security Subcommittee of the House 
Government Operations Committee. [Ref. 3] 

In the Department of Defense system, maintenance is 
generally performed at the organization, intermediate, and 
depot levels. The organizational and intermediate levels 
perform maintenance on specific weapons systems. The depot 
level performs heavy maintenance on a variety of systems 
such as jet engines, missile guidance systems, and tank 
engines. Depot level maintenance facilities require 

extensive capital investment in fixed facilities, 
specialized tools and complex test equipment. The 
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Department of Defense has 29 depot level maintenance 
facilities. Fiscal year 1983 expenditures for all Defense 
Department depot level maintenance are estimated at $12.4 
billion. The estimated savings from consolidation of the 
depot level maintenance functions is $50 million annually. 
The consolidation of some maintenance facilities should 
result in a one time cash gain of $300-$400 million due to 
the reduced need for some specialized maintenance equipment. 
[Ref. 3] 

The PPSSCC qualified its report by stating that 
estimates, like those above, were of a planning nature and 
not of budget quality. Further qualification stated that 
these savings were representative of the first three years 
of implementation of the recommendations, not three specific 
fiscal years. The three year PPSSCC projections of cost 
savings and revenue increases were based on an annual 
inflation rate of 10% and an average interest rate of 10%. 
[Ref. 4] 

The GAO-CBO review found that the potential deficit 
reduction from implementing the recommendations would be 
much smaller then the amount projected by the PPSSCC. The 
GAO-CBO and PPSSCC estimates are not fully comparable. The 
GAO-CBO estimates were calculated in federal budget 
accounting terms, and the PPSSCC estimates were planning 
figures. [Ref. 4] The difference between these two figures 
is the amount of research done to come up with them. The 
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federal budget accounting terms used by the GAO-CBO analysis 
were more specific. The GAO-CBO went through the PPSSCC 
recommendations and estimated, line item by line item, a 
more precise cost or savings. The PPSSCC planning figures 
were just estimates. 

Cost savings can also be realized in the maintenance 
of base facilities and future construction on a base once it 
has been decided to close it. If the operations of that 
base are being terminated, there will be additional savings. 
However, if the operations are being transferred, this 
saving will not be realized. The report by the U.S. Air 
Force on Kincheloe Air Force Base and the report by the U.S. 
Army on New Cumberland Army Repair Depot also show one-time 
cost savings associated with base closure. These one-time 
cost savings were for scheduled construction projects that 
had not yet been started. The Air Force report shows a one 
time cost savings of almost $9.3 million. [Ref. 12] The 
Army report shows a one time cost savings of almost $12.9 
million. [Ref. 13] The reason for the decision to close 
the Watertown Arsenal was stated to be that the arsenal was 
primarily involved in manufacturing items that could be 
procured competitively from private industry at less cost. 
[Ref. 14] 

5 . One-Time Closing Costs 

Another aspect of cost as a criterion for base 
closure is that of one-time closing costs. What need to be 
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examined are the total closing costs and the total costs of 
moving the base operations. Some examples of these costs 
are seen in the reports done on Kincheloe Air Force Base, 
Watertown Arsenal and New Cumberland Army Repair Depot. 
Included in the one-time cost estimations of closing these 
installations were such things as retirement of military and 
civilian personnel, transportation of supplies and 
equipment, movement of civilian and military personnel, 
contract termination and caretaker costs. [Ref. 15] These 
costs will be presented and discussed further in the next 
chapter. Other costs include the construction or repair of 
buildings or roads prior to the turn-over of the base to the 
local community and the installation of services at the base 
to which all the personnel and equipment are being 
transferred. [Ref. 12] 

6 . Related Costs 

The related costs are the costs to other federal 
agencies which occur as a consequence of a base closure. It 
is here that conflict arises between the Department of 
Defense and the General Accounting Office. The estimates 
done by the Department of Defense exclude such items as the 
increase in unemployment compensation or food stamps which 
occurs as a result of a base closure. In the case of the 
closing of Kincheloe Air Force Base, the General Accounting 
Office estimate was greater then the DOD estimate by more 
than $2.5 million. They also estimated a cost increase in 
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food stamps for the local community of $186,000. [Ref. 12] 
The General Accounting Office did a similar evaluation on 
the Army's proposal to close the New Cumberland Repair 
Depot. In this case they estimated a cost in unemployment 
compensation of over $1.5 million, a cost that the Army did 
not include in its cost analysis. [Ref. 13] 

Another item that needs to be included in the 
calculation of cost to the federal government is grants to 
selected communities in which bases were closed. In past 
base closures, these grants came from such agencies as the 
Economic Development Administration, the Area Redevelopment 
Administration and the Manpower Retraining Programs. 
Another source of grants could have come as Federal Impact 
Assistance. However, this was mostly in the form of aid to 
the local school district. In a special report prepared by 
the Department of Commerce, a total of $18,813,000 was paid 
to 16 communities in loans and grants, from the Economic 
Development and Area Development Administration. [Ref. 16] 

7 . Cost Estimation 

The final aspect of cost as a criterion for base 
closure is the problem of reliable estimation of the actual 
costs of and savings from a closure or realignment. An 
example of the confusion that can arise over the calculation 
of these costs and savings is seen in the proposed closing 
of the New Cumberland Repair Depot. The following is a 
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comparison of the Army and GAO estimates of the savings in 



payroll expense from 


the proposed 


closure : 






Armv Computations 








Average 


Gross 




Number of 


staffing 


annual 




positions 


costs 


savings 


Civilian function: 








Maintenance 


782 


$23 , 131 


$18,088,821 


Supply support 


106 


15,945 


1,690,170 


Base operations 


100 


15,010 


1,501.000 


TOTAL CIVILIAN 


988 




21,279,991 


Military: 


15 




266 , 689 


TOTAL CIVILIAN AND 








MILITARY: 


1,003 




$21,546,689 




GAO COMPUTATIONS 




Civilian function: 








Maintenance 


689 


$26,562 


$18, 301,621 


Supply Support 


94 


16,919 


1,590,386 


Base operations 


85 


27,899 


2 , 370 , 574 


TOTAL CIVILIAN 


868 




22 , 262 , 581 


Military : 


15 




300,240 


TOTAL CIVILIAN AND 








MILITARY: 


883 




$22,562,821 



Part of the reason for the difference in the gross 
annual savings figures is that the General Accounting Office 
estimates included the costs of personnel benefits and 
proposed wage increases. Another part of the difference is 
that the Army used an inflation rate of 13% while the 
General Accounting Office used a rate of 10%. [Ref. 13] 



8 . Summary 

From the readings of the proposals by the different 
services for base closure or realignment, it can be seen 
that cost calculation is a difficult task. What appears 
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important to one group in the calculation of costs is not 
important or pertinent to another group. However, the list 
of proposed criteria that the Secretary of Defense submitted 
to the Commission on Base Realignment and Closure show that 
cost is an important consideration. 

The PPSSCC made numerous recommendations as to how 
the Department of Defense could reduce its yearly expendi- 
tures. The reason that the PPSSCC proposed closing military 
installations was strictly to reduce the national deficit. 
The majority of these recommendations were administrative in 
nature. However, some of these recommendations would 
require a change of policy. The PPSSCC saw that the 
Department of Defense will have to operate under ever 
tightening budgets. One way that it saw of easing or 

meeting these budget constraints was to close some unneeded 
or otherwise obsolete bases. 

The conclusion of the analysis done by the GAO-CBO 
on the PPSSCC 's recommendations is that the PPSSCC figures 
are bloated and that the actual realizable benefit is 
considerably less. The importance of the analysis of the 
PPSSCC recommendations is that not only does it show that 
cost is a criterion for base closure, but it also shows the 
conflict over the estimation of those costs. Not only is 
there a conflict over costs to close a military installa- 
tion, but there is also a great deal more conflict over the 
costs saved by closing an installation. In this particular 
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case, the PPSSCC has estimated total cost savings of $2.7 
billion. The GAO-CBO analysis did not give a specific 
amount that could be saved from base closures because it 
said the number and actual names of the bases would have to 
be disclosed. GAO-CBO did state, however, that using the 
information given by the PPSSCC recommendation, they thought 
the figure would be slightly lower. Even though the PPSSCC 

savings figures are somewhat bloated, it is none the less a 
very helpful report, because it points out that there are 
savings to be had. [Ref. 4] 

E. LOCAL ECONOMIC IMPACT 

1 . The Department of Defense's Summary of Completed 
Military Base Economic Adjustment Projects 

The Department of Defense's Summary of Completed 
Military Base Economic Adjustment Projects; 25 years of 
Civilian Reuse gives a brief overviev; of the President's 
Economic Adjustment Committee and states the purpose behind 
economic adjustment assistance. The nature of this 

assistance is help in planning a strategy to alleviate the 
serious economic and social impact that results from a major 
defense realignment. This strategy includes planning long- 
term regional development objectives such as the following: 

- Diversifying the economy away from a few dominant 
industries . 

- Encouraging a balanced growth in the area's economy, 
including commercial and service sector jobs. 
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- Providing employment opportunities for the region's 
unemployed and under-employed persons and for young high 
school and college graduates. 

- Bolstering the local tax base. 

- Helping existing industries to expand. [Ref. 17] 

To provide some idea of the spectrum of the people 
involved with the President's Economic Adjustment Committee, 
the member organizations are listed below. 

- Department of Defense. 

- Department of Agriculture. 

- Department of Commerce. 

- Department of Education. 

- Department of Energy. 

- Department of Health and Human Services. 

- Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

- Department of the Interior. 

- Department of Justice. 

- Department of Labor. 

- Department of Transportation. 

- Council of Economic Advisors. 

- Office of Management and Budget. 

- Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 

- Environmental Protection Agency. 

- General Services Administration. 

- Small Business Administration. 

- Office of Personnel Management. [Ref. 5] 
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This Committee works with local, state and federal agency 
representatives to develop and implement plans of action to 
generate new jobs and new job opportunities. The role of 
the Committee is to "help communities help themselves." It 
must be pointed out, however, that it is the job of the 
community to revitalize these former bases. [Ref. 5] 

This publication then goes on to list some of the 
new uses of closed military installations. Included in this 
document are seven articles which tell of the "good" uses 
for old bases. These uses include 12 four year colleges, 33 
post-secondary vocational technical schools and community 
colleges, 75 industrial parks, and 42 municipal or general 
aviation airports. There are also two case studies of bases 
which were closed and then taken over by the local 
government with great economic benefits as a result. This 
document also contains data from the closure of 100 military 
installations. It lists the name of the base, the state it 
was located in, the number of jobs lost when the base was 
closed, and the number of new jobs created by the arrival of 
private industry. [Ref. 5] 

Examination of the Department of Defense's Summary 
of Completed Military Base Economic Adjustment Projects; 25 
Years of Civilian Reuse shows that, in some cases, the 
effect upon the community is quite substantial. This 
summary shows that in 22% of the instances of base closure, 
the number of jobs lost exceeded the number of jobs created. 
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What follows are cases which show the severity of impact 
that the closing of a military installation can have upon 
the local community. In the case of Brookley Air Force Base 
the losses included 1,070 military personnel and 12,300 
civilian personnel. The closure of Craig Air Force Base in 
Selma Alabama saw the loss of 1863 military and 547 civilian 
personnel. [Ref. 5] 

2 . Craig Air Force Base 

Craig Air Force Base had an annual military and 
civilian payroll of $32,292,690 in 1975. During that year 
2095 officers and enlisted personnel were stationed at the 
base. There were also 547 civil service workers and about 
370 non-civil service workers stationed or employed at the 
base. One measure of the relative economic effect of Craig 
Air Force Base is seen in a comparison of the Craig payroll 
of over $32 million to the county's estimated annual payroll 
of only $28 million in manufacturing. It was estimated 
that, if Craig were closed, the military personnel would be 
transferred to other installations along with some of the 
civil service employees. Other civil service personnel 
would remain in the area due to family commitments or other 
reasons. It was estimated that 50% of these remaining 
personnel would enter the ranks of the unemployed. The 370 
non-civil service employees would immediately be out of work 
and would become unemployed. The county unemployment rate 
of 11% would jump to an estimated 37%. [Ref. 18] 
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In 1975, Craig Air Force Base procured about $9.2 
million in contract services and materials, with an 
estimated 38% of this being furnished by suppliers and 
contractors in Dallas county. It was presumed that this 
$3.49 million would not be spent there, with a consequent 
substantial loss to local businesses. Each of these firms 
would in turn have to cut back production by laying off 
workers, thus adding to the already swollen ranks of the 
unemployed. [Ref. 18] 

3 . Kincheloe Air Force Base 

Examining the proposed closure of Kincheloe, some of 
the same effects upon the community are found as were found 
with the proposed closure of Craig. Kincheloe Air Force 
Base was located in Chippewa County, Michigan. An Air Force 
report stated that 10,280 of Chippewa County's 35,300 
residents were military and civilian employees or 
dependents. Neighboring MacKinac county had 130 Kincheloe 
employees or dependents in its 10,150 population. [Ref. 12] 
The same impacts of the base closure that would 
happen in Dallas and Selma Counties when Craig Air Force 
Base closed were predicted to happen when Kincheloe Air 
Force Base closed. It was estimated that the unemployment 
rate would go up by almost 10%, and that the housing vacancy 
rate would increase by as much as 3 0%. It was also 

estimated that the values of real estate would drop by 50%, 
with a total cost for unemployment and food stamp 
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compensation as well as aid to the school district of almost 
$5.4 dollars. [Ref. 12] 

4 . Watertown Arsenal 

A final example of the local economic impact 
concerns the closing of the Watertown Arsenal. An 
examination by the General Accounting Office verified that 
the items being produced at Watertown had previously been 
procured from private industry. Although they were unable 
to determine whether the cost of any future procurement of 
these items would be more or less than the cost to produce 
them at Watertown, past experience had shown that generally 
the cost of items procured had decreased when competitive 
procurement exists. The same kind of problems from the 
closure of this installation could be expected as with the 
other bases. The Army estimated that it would be able to 
integrate the 2306 civilian workers into other local federal 
facilities. However, at the time of this closure, two of 
the largest of these facilities, the Springfield Arsenal and 
the Portsmouth Navy Yard, were laying off v;orkers. Another 
large employer of federal employees, the Boston Naval 
Shipyard, v;as also facing possible closure. [Ref. 14] 

5 . Data Contrary to the Adverse Effect on the Local 

Community 

Contrary to the data from these proposed base 
closures, other articles suggest that the effect of the 
military presence on the local community is not as great. 
The Department of Defense's Summary of Completed Military 
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Base Economic Adjustment Project; 25 Years of Civilian Reuse 



shows that in 77% of the base closures the number of jobs 
created was greater than the number lost. [Ref. 5] A 
report by John E. Lynch, which examined the effect of 24 
base closures upon the local retail sales, was studied. 
This report showed that in only seven cases did the sales 
volume fall. [Ref. 16] Another study by The Advisory 

Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, which was 
completed in 1976, found that military commissaries ranked 
ninth among top food store chains in the United States in 
sales volume. This study also showed that the exchange 

facilities ranked seventh among department and variety store 
chains. [Ref. 19] One of the explanations for this could 
be the fact that purchases of goods and services by the 
military and their dependents are for the most part 
concentrated on the base itself. It is estimated that from 
one-third to one-half of their total purchases are made on 
post. [Ref. 20] 

In a report by the Boise-Cascade center for 
community development before the U.S. Congress, House Select 
Committee on Small Business it was determined that the 
revenues generated by a military installation were "not 
nearly comparable to what would be received from a similar 
private employer." [Ref. 21] Whereas a private employer 
would generate a greater benefit to the community than any 
cost it would cause, the Boise-Cascade report stated that 
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military installations generate a benefit of only 69 cents 
for every dollar they cost the community. [Ref. 21] The 
majority of the benefit to the local community from private 
industry is through increased local tax revenues. Military 
installations have a tax exempt status and, thus, do not 
generate as much benefit as private industry. For example, 
no property tax is paid on base housing and no sales tax is 
collected at the commissary and exchange. 

Examination of the total number of new housing units 
added to the inventory by the Department of Defense shows an 
increase of 6800 for 1987. [Ref. 22] At the same time the 
Defense Manpower Data Center shows a decline in total 
Department of Defense manpower from 2,163,578 to 2,137,415. 
[Ref. 23] These two facts indicate that the effect of the 
military upon the local housing market is decreasing. 

Testimony before the Defense Secretary's Commission 
on Base Realignment and Closure on the issue of the 
socioeconomic impacts associated with base realignment and 
closure emphasized the need for the government to get 
involved. The testimony spoke of the need to schedule 
meetings between local officials and the concerned 
government agencies as soon as possible. There was also an 
emphasis on the knowledge of the office of Economic 
Assistance and the role it has played in past closures. 
[Ref. 1] Examples of just how communities have recovered 
can be found in Communities in Transition [Ref. 24] and 
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civilian Reuse of Radar Stations [Ref. 25] . Both of these 



publications are put out by the President's Economic 
Adjustment Committee. In the Communities in Transition 
publication, there are profiles of 20 communities that were 
affected by base closures and the extent to which they have 
recovered. [Ref. 24] The other publications tells of the 
reuse of 29 closed radar installations. It gives a 
breakdown of the location, general description of the 
station and a general description of the region in which the 
station is located. It also tells to what new use the land 
has been put, the effects upon the economy and the future 
plans for land. [Ref. 25] 

Another aspect of the local economic impact is the 
federally funded assistance that is available to the local 
community if a base is to be closed. Many non-DOD federal 
agency programs aid affected employees and communities if a 
DOD installation is closed. Some programs help communities 
organize, plan and carry out projects to benefit displaced 
workers, affected businesses and other community interests. 
Other programs provide, direct individual aid. The 
President's Economic Adjustment Committee, for example, 
helps communities receive this federal assistance and 
coordinates with the agencies to assure that aid is received 
promptly and is applied effectively. Examples of this aid 
are: 
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- Establishing a local development organization. 

- Developing a regional development plan to attract 
private investment. 

- Training unemployed people to fill existing or new jobs. 

- Converting DOD facilities for civilian use. 

- Providing loans to build and equip plants for new 
industry. ["Ref. 11] 

6 . Summary 

A review of past base closures and proposed closures 
shows that there can be cases in which there is a substan- 
tial economic effect upon the community. The same report 
that tells of these adverse effects also tells that a 
majority of the communities recovered. Other reports tell 
not only of the extent to which the communities have 
recovered but also the manner in which they have surpassed 
old employment figures. These reports talk about 

unemployment being down and bank deposits, real estate 
values and the community tax base being up. 

From reading of past base closures, it also can be 

seen that, to ease the impact on the local community of a 

major defense program change, economic adjustment assistance 
is available. This type of assistance is not only for base 
closures, but for major realignments as well. Not only must 
the removal of the troops from the base be considered, but 

the adding of these same troops to a new community must 

receive similar consideration. The impact of such moves of 
Defense Department personnel is always taken into 
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consideration. Whenever possible, steps are taken to 
minimize this impact. If it is determined that this impact 
will be of a great consequence upon the community, the 
Department of Defense will take all steps possible to reduce 
the problem to a manageable size. The Economic Assistance 
Program was created for just this purpose. 

F. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

The Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment 
and Closure held a hearing on the environmental issues 
involved with closing a military installation. The majority 
of the testimony at the commission's hearings concerned the 
compliance with or relaxation of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) . Environmental groups, such as The Sierra 
Club, National Wildlife Federation and the Environmental Law 
Institute, advocate total adherence to NEPA, while the 
Department of Defense, as well as the different service 
secretaries, would like to waive its requirements. 
Specifically, what is being addressed here is that the 
environmentalists want the Department of Defense to clean up 
all hazardous waste prior to the closure of a base. The 
Department of Defense wants to be released from the 
requirements of NEPA, because it is the primary stumbling 
block that Congress has put before them to keep them from 
closing a base. The Department of Defense contends that it 
can "enjoy a significant cost savings" [Ref. 26] by placing 
the base in a inactive status. It could then use this 
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savings as part of the clean-up cost. The environmentalists 
fear that, once the base is closed, the clean-up of the 
hazardous waste on the base will become a low priority. 
They fear that it will take longer for the Department of 
Defense to go in and clean up the waste, and the effect of 
the waste on the environment will only worsen. The current 
fear is that, if left alone, the waste will leach into the 
surrounding ground water and the contamination will spread. 
[Ref. 1] 

G. POLITICAL IMPACT 

The criterion of the political impact associated with 
the closure or realignment of a military installation is 
closely tied to that of the local economic impact. A member 
of Congress gets elected by garnering the majority of the 
votes during elections held in his or her district or state. 
The way they remain in office is to insure that they 
maintain a greater percentage of "satisfied" voters then 
their opposition during each election. In the case of base 
closures or realignments, a "satisfied" or happy voter is 
one with a job. We have seen from previous data that base 
closures without exception involve job loss. As a 
consequence, members of Congress who have military 
installations in their districts or states, are not 
favorable towards base closures. 

The extent that some Congressional members go to in 
order to block even the remotest possibility that an 
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installation in their state or district will be closed is 
quite evident. First, Congress tried to abolish the Defense 
Secretary's Cominission on Base Realignment and Closure. It 
was said that the formation of such a Commission would be an 
abdication of its duties. When that didn't work, Congress 
tried to expand the size of the Commission in an attempt to 
"stack" it with anti-base closure people. The reason for 
this was to insure that each member of Congress had 
representation from their part of the country. Congress 
also tried to delay the report date of the Commission. 
Finally, Congress tried to expand the scope of the 
Commission to include foreign bases, in view of the fact 
that the money spent on overseas bases was much greater than 
that spent in the United States. By reading the minutes in 
which the formation of the Commission was proposed one can 
see the extent to which efforts to close military 
installations were blocked, and some of the hurdles the 
Commission had to overcome. [Ref. 8] This aspect of base 
closures will be further examined in the next chapter. 

H. IMPACT ON MILITARY READINESS 

The Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment 
and Closure held a hearing on how the services were 
organized, their missions and their base structure. During 
this hearing testimony was given by the different service 
representatives as to how they had conducted base closures 
and realignments in the past. The different service 
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representatives explained the different service structures 
and the base structures associated with them. Each 
representative told of the different missions that they are 
responsible for and of the current requirements that have 
been made upon them. [Ref. 1] In his statement before this 
Commission Mr. Stephen Moore spoke of using strictly a 
national defense criterion for the closure of military 
installations. He suggested the primary concern of the 
military and the associated base structure was to support 
the national defense. He stated that the utility of a 
military base should be measured purely on the basis of its 
military application. He believed that to do otherwise was 
to invite pork barrel politics. He also recommended that, 
because of the General Services Administration's poor record 
in disposing of federal property, closed bases should be 
sold by the Department of Defense. [Ref. 1] 

Without a doubt the chief base closure criterion used by 
the Department of Defense is the needs of national defense. 
Every service representative appearing before the Defense 
Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure used 
national defense as its basis for requesting that a base 
remain open or to be closed in the DOD's best interest. 
They spoke of "meeting the threat" and being able to carry 
out their different "missions." In his statement before the 
Commission, the Honorable James McGovern, Under Secretary of 
the Air Force, outlined that "mission" is the primary 
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concern for the basing criteria of the Air Force. [Ref. 1] 
In its evaluation of the Watertown Arsenal, the Army stated 
that it could no longer justify its continued operation 
because the material it produced could be obtained from 
private industry at a lower cost. Hence, the Watertown 
Arsenal was no longer necessary to the needs of the national 
defense. [Ref. 14] The Army felt that it could also 
realign the activities from Fort Douglas to Fort Carson and 
not affect the readiness of the reserve units which it 
serviced. [Ref. 15] The Air Force did the same thing when 
it closed Kincheloe Air Force Base. The Air Force felt 
that, with the reduced tensions of the times and the scaling 
back after the Vietnam war, Kincheloe was no longer 
necessary to the national defense. [Ref. 12] Some recent 
base closures have been the consequence of advancing 
technology. The job of many of the Defense Early Warning 
(DEW) stations was replaced by just such advances. 

1 . Summary 

The major criterion that the Department of Defense 
uses for the closure of a military installation is based on 
the needs of the national defense. Advances in technology 
are allowing for the development of smaller and more 
accurate defense systems. The bulk of the base closures 
that took place in the 1960 's and 1970 's was a direct effect 
of the end of the war in Vietnam. The Department of Defense 
evaluated the capacity of its base structure and made 
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closures and realignments on the basis of its perceived 
needs in the support of national strategy. 

I. SUMMARY OF LITERATURE REVIEW 

Each of the documents examined in this chapter presents 
a different aspect of the same problem. Some are pro-base 
closure and some are anti-base closure. In this chapter, 
however, the author is not concerned with what position 
someone might take on the issue of base closure. What the 
author is interested in doing is developing the criteria for 
base closure. 

It is clear that cost to the federal government is a 
major criterion of base closure. Not only does one have to 
consider direct costs but also related costs, such as grants 
from the Commerce or Labor departments to help establish 
private industry in the community. These costs show up in 
the proposals that the Department of Defense submits on 
realignments as well as closures. These same costs were 
then evaluated by the General Accounting Office. The 
recommendations of the President's Private Sector Survey on 
Cost Control and the subsequent analysis of these 
recommendations by the General Accounting Office/ 
Congressional Budget Office show that the federal government 
has costs it can cut. 

The need for these cuts was echoed by the different 
service representatives before the Defense Secretary's 
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure. They told of 
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operating the bases under ever tightening budget con- 
straints. The closure or realignment of some military 
installations is made easier because the Department of 
Defense finds them unnecessary to the national defense. In 
the proposals submitted by the Department of Defense, the 
primary criterion is the requirements of the national 
defense . 

Another important criterion is the economic effect upon 
the local community. This criterion is closely tied to the 
criterion of political impact. Politicians rely on their 
constituents for their continued political careers. They 
cannot hope to keep their jobs if they do not oppose the 
loss of jobs for the voters in their district or state. The 
same cost savings that the government can realize by closing 
military installations directly impact the local community. 
The Summary of Completed Military Base Economic Adjustment 
Projects; 25 years of Civilian Reuse gives 100 examples of 
base closures. It gives the numbers of jobs lost and 
gained, and gives a list of the new industries that have 
been set up. The case studies of Kincheloe and Craig Air 
Force Bases, the New Cumberland Repair Depot and Fort 
Douglas show the effect upon the community can be quite 
adverse. However, other documents such as Local Economic 
Development After Military Base Closures by John Lynch and 
The Community Impact of Military Installations by Darwin 
Daicoff dispute the severity of the effect. The publication 
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Communities in Transition also shows that the communities 



can recover. 

One other criterion is that of the environmental impact 
of a base closure. Environmental groups do not want the 
requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act to 
be relaxed. The Department of Defense wants these 
requirements eased so that it can close the bases and begin 
to realize some savings. DOD states that clean up will take 
place after the bases are closed and some savings realized. 
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Ill , ANALYSIS 



A. COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

This portion of the analysis is divided into discussions 
of one-time costs, recurring costs, one-time cost savings 
and recurring cost savings to the Federal Government. It 
also addresses some of the problems of estimating these 
costs. The analysis of one-time costs is further divided 
into one-time costs to the Department of Defen and one- 
time costs to other Federal agencies. 

1 . One-Time Costs 

One-time costs are exactly what they appear to be. 
They are costs which are incurred only once during the 
closure of a base. They are divided into two parts, 
a. One-Time DOD Costs 

The following are costs which are incurred 
directly by the Department of Defense in the closing or 
realignment of an installation: 

- Military and civilian transfer costs. 

- Construction and caretaker costs. 

- Contract termination. 

- Recruiting and training new personnel. 

- Equipment removal and reinstallation. 

- Packing, crating and unpacking. 

- Transportation of equipment. 
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Some of the more obvious one-time costs of a 
base closure include equipment removal and reinstallation, 
packing, crating and unpacking, the transportation of 
equipment and the transfer of military and civilian 
personnel. There are no detailed data available on the cost 
breakdown of the removal and reinstallation of equipment, 
packing, crating and unpacking or the transportation of 
equipment for most of the proposed base closures. However, 
in the proposed closure of Kincheloe Air Force Base, the Air 
Force used an initial cost per pound of $.77 for the 
transportation of 275,000 pounds of material. The Air Force 
revised this estimate to $.12 per pound when the GAO 
requested the material transportation costs on the basis of 
estimated weight of vehicles and equipment at the base. 
This revised weight estimate was 14.1 million pounds. The 
original Air Force estimates excluded a majority of the 
equipment and vehicles which needed to be transported to 
other locations. Although there do seem to be some cases in 
which the total weights to be transferred differ, final 
costs were, for the most part, the same in both the service 
and the GAO estimates. 

Other costs which must be considered during the 
closure of a base are costs of base support. One of these 
costs is contract termination. The cost of contract 
termination can be found by doing an analysis of the 
termination clauses in the current contracts administered by 
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the base. In the case of Kincheloe Air Force Base, these 
contracts included natural gas, aviation fuel, and 
construction. The total contract termination cost for 
Kincheloe was $981,000. Other services which need to be 
terminated are such things as garbage removal, electricity 
and sewage removal. These costs are closely related to the 
recurring cost savings of ceasing base operations. The cost 
savings of ending base support costs are initially offset by 
the one-time cost of terminating these services. 

The costs to recruit and train new personnel is 
another area of disagreement between the services and the 
GAO. In the realignment of support operations for the 
Army's CH-47 from New Cumberland, Pennsylvania to Corpus 
Christi, Texas, the Army estimated that it would need 233 
additional people at Corpus Christi, while the GAO estimated 
there would be a need for 293 additional people. The Army 
estimated it would need $188,200 to recruit and train these 
people, while GAO estimate was $286,350. This is a per 
person recruiting and training cost of $808 for the Army and 
$977 for the GAO. 

The cost of recruitment and training are 
important aspects of any base closure or realignment in 
which some of the functions of one base will be transferred 
to another. These costs are directly related to the 
proportion of the operations and the number of personnel 
from the former base that are transferred. The number of 
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additional personnel required to supplement the personnel 
transferred will require some training and there will be 
some cost to find these people. 

One of the major portions of the one-time costs 
of the closure of an installation is the cost of 
transferring both military and civilian personnel. It does 
not matter if the military position is being terminated or 
moved to another installation. The government is still 
liable for the cost of a final move. For terminating 
military personnel, this move is from their current location 
to their home of record or a location of lesser distance 
than their home of record. The following are examples of 
costs for proposed base closures 

( 1 ) Military Personnel Transfer Costs . 

Estimated Estimated 
Total Costs Per Person Cost 



KINCHELOE AIR FORCE BASE 
[Ref. 11] 

- Air Force Estimate 

- GAO Estimate 

FORT DOUGLAS 
[Ref. 13] 

- Army Estimate 

- GAO Estimate 

LORING AIR FORCE BASE 
[Ref. 32] 

- Air Force Estimate 

- GAO Estimate 



$2,896,000 $1284 

$2,935,000 $1296 



$47,800 $298 

$46,300 $289 



$3,480,990 $1314 

$3,665,125 $1383 
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( 2 ) Civilian Personnel Transfer Costs . 



Estimated 
Total Costs 

KINCHELOE AIR FORCE BASE 
[Ref. 11] 

- Air Force Estimate $158,000 

- GAO Estimate $387,000 

FORT DOUGLAS 
[Ref. 13] 

- Army & GAO Estimates $264,800 

LORING AIR FORCE BASE 
[Ref. 32] 

- Air Force & GAO Estimates $800,000 



Estimated 
Per Person Cost 



$389 

$801 



$2878 



$2105 



NEW CUMBERLAND ARMY DEPOT 
[Ref. 12] 

- Army Estimate $1,003,656 $1156 

- GAO Estimate 998,024 $1010 

These estimated per person costs for the 
transfer of military and civilian personnel were based on 
the proposed transfer costs and the number of military and 
civilian personnel at the base. These six estimates for the 
military personnel transfer costs have a weighted average 
cost of $1311 per person. In terms of percentage of 
military personnel reduced in force, Kincheloe reduced their 
command by 51%, Fort Douglas by 4%, and Loring reduced by 



49%. These 


proposed 


closures averaged out 


to 


a 35% 


reduction in 


force. 


The weighted average 


per 


person 



civilian transfer cost is $1126. The average percent of the 
civilian work force reduced in the proposed closure of 
Kincheloe and Loring Air Force bases and of Fort Douglas was 



62 ! 
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Another aspect of one-time DOD costs is 
that of caretaker costs. The following is a list of costs 
from GAO evaluations of DOD proposals of base closures: 







NUMBER 
OF ACRES 


CARETAKER 

COSTS 


Fort 


Douglas 


119 


$288,733 


Kincheloe AFB 


6200 


$5,118,000 


Fort 


Dix 


31,110 


$1,921,333 



COST 

PER ACRE 
$2,426.33 
$825.48 
$61.75 



The caretaker costs for these three bases 
and the acreage for Fort Douglas and Kincheloe AFB came from 



the GAO evaluations of DOD proposals 


to close or realign 


these 


bases . 


The information on 


the 


acreage of 


Fort Dix 


came 


from 


a DOD publication 


of 


all the 


military 



installations within the United States and its territories. 
[Ref. 27] These calculations show a decreasing caretaker 
cost per acre as the size of the facility increases. Once 
again, the lack of detailed data prevented further 
calculations, such as caretaker cost per building or the 
number of caretakers per building or per acre of property. 
These data were available on the proposed closure of 
Kincheloe Air Force Base and the numbers calculated were one 
caretaker per 19.31 acres and one caretaker for every three 
buildings. Another calculation made using these data was 
that there was a proposed cost of almost $24,000 per year 
per caretaker involved. 

There is some correlation between the 
recurring savings and the caretaker costs of a base closure. 
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The larger a military installation, the larger the caretaker 
cost. However, the larger the installation, the larger the 
base operations and the larger the recurring cost savings 
from its closure. 

There is very little analysis that can be 
done on the one-time costs to the Department of Defense. 
This is due to a lack of detailed data. The data that the 
author was able to obtain were very generalized data from 
GAO evaluations of DOD proposals to close or realign bases, 
b. One-Time Costs to Other Federal Agencies 

There are also one-time costs to other 
government agencies which are affected by a base closure. 
These government agencies include the Departments of Labor, 
Commerce and Health Education and Welfare. 

(1) Grants . Another aspect of the cost to the 
government that needs to be included in the calculation of 
base closure costs is that of economic grants. The state or 
community can receive funds from federal agencies to help it 
recover from a base closure. In a special report the U.S. 
Department of Labor, Manpower Administration, documented the 



distribution 


of 


grants for manpower 


retraining . 


This 


document shows 


that 


$18,827,400 


was 


distributed to 


19 


communities , 


involving 


some 11,264 


persons. [Ref. 16] 


The 



cost of this program per community is $990,915 with a cost 
of over $1,600 per person involved. Fort Smith, Arkansas 
received a total of $2,221,400 in loans and grants from 
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three different federal agencies. When the Army closed the 
Burlington Army Ammunition Plant; Burlington City, New 
Jersey received $5.8 million in grants from the Department 



of Commerce. 


[Ref. 


28] 


In 


an examination 


of nine 


communities 


affected 


by 


base 


closures, a 


total of 



$26,158,400 was distributed in the form of loans or grants 
by the Departments of Commerce, Labor and Health Education 
and Welfare.^ Although it may be difficult to estimate the 
cost to the government of grants from federal agencies for 
future base closures, it must be considered in the closure 
costs of a military installation. [Ref. 16] 

2 . Recurring Costs 

The annual costs of a base closure are determined by 
numerous factors. The increased housing allowance payments 
resulting from removing available quarters from the DOD 
inventory and the costs of providing support for any 
remaining personnel are two examples. The analysis of 
recurring costs is further divided into DOD and non-DOD 
recurring costs. 

a. Recurring Costs to DOD 

The costs of the personnel remaining in a 
geographic region where a base closure has taken place are 
often incurred by those people who will now have to go to 

^These communities are Fort Smith, Arkansas, 
Springfield, Massachusetts, Rome, New York, Middletown, 
Pennsylvania, Greenville, South Carolina, Greenville, 
Mississippi, Reno, Nevada, Waco, Texas, and Moses Lake, 
Washington. 
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the private sector for services which were provided by the 
base. These costs include increased CHAMPUS costs, costs of 
gas and lubricants due to greater distance which must be 
driven from the new base, and military personnel support. 
The increase in CHAMPUS costs comes about as a consequence 
of closing the hospital on a military installation. The 
closure of such a hospital will make it necessary for 
retired personnel to seek medical attention from the private 
sector. This will cause an increase in CHAMPUS costs paid 
to these private sector medical facilities to cover the 
needs of DOD retirees. 

These increased CHAMPUS costs along with 
increased BAQ, VHA and subsistence allowances will occur for 
active duty personnel who must remain in the area after a 
base closure. In the case of Kincheloe Air Force Base, the 
closure of the hospital and the elimination of available 
base housing could cause an increase in the aforementioned 
costs and allowances for the personnel who have to remain 
and operate the radar station. These costs are called 
personnel support costs. For the closure of Kincheloe Air 
Force Base, the Air Force used a cost of $950.00 per person 
to determine the personnel support costs. [Ref. 12] These 
increased costs tend to offset the recurring cost savings of 
shutting down the operations at the base. These recurring 
cost savings will be discussed later. 
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The increased cost in gas and lubricants is an 
example of recurring costs associated with the proposed 
closure of Fort Douglas. The maintenance facility at Fort 
Douglas does routine maintenance at National Guard 
installations in the surrounding area. Shifting this 
operation to Fort Carson will cause an increase in the usage 
of gas and oil due to the fact that Fort Carson is further 
away from these National Guard installations. The Army 
estimated an increase of $12,000 per year for additional gas 
and lubricants as a recurring cost of the proposed 
realignment from Fort Douglas to Fort Carson, 
b. Non-DOD recurring costs 

Another recurring cost, which is pecular to the 
closure of an installation which has some potential 
historical interest, is that of maintaining the old military 
installation as a national historic site. This was one of 
the proposed costs of closing Fort Douglas. The GAO 
estimated an annual cost of $500,000, while the Department 
of the Interior's cost estimate was $400,000. [Ref. 15] It 
would appear that another recurring cost is that of 
caretaker status. The readings suggest the military 

services are responsible for the initial caretaker costs. 
However, after the initial 18 months, the facility is in the 
hands of the GSA and it is responsible for caretaker costs 
if the property has not been sold. [Ref. 12] 
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3 . One-Time Cost Savinas 

One-time cost savings, or cost avoidances, are 
strictly a function of construction projects that were 
planned but will be cancelled if the base is closed. These 
construction projects must have the funds already allocated, 
yet construction not started. The proposal to close Fort 
Dix had an Army estimated cost avoidance of $20.2 million. 
[Ref. 29] The Air Force estimated the cost avoidance for 
Kincheloe and Loring Air Force Bases at $9.2 million [Ref. 
12] and $26.6 million [Ref. 27], respectively. 

4 . Recurring Cost Savinas 

The amount of recurring cost savings is dependent 
upon the size of the installation. The more civilian or 
military jobs terminated, the greater the savings. The key 
to the realization of these savings is the actual reduction 
of end-strength numbers. If the personnel are transferred 
from one base to another there are no actual savings. In 
the calculation of the cost of closing of Loring Air Force 
Base, the GAO used the wages of officers, enlisted and 
civilians. The costs were $25,024 for officers, $10,709 for 
enlisted and $17,004 for civilians. These are annual costs 
per person. [Ref. 27] The Army used an enlisted cost of 
$11,372 in the proposed closure of Fort Dix [Ref. 29] and 
$18,028 for the civilian cost in the closure of New 
Cumberland Army Depot. [Ref. 13] 
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other costs to be included in the calculation of 
recurring cost savings include housing and base operation 
and maintenance, contractor support, and communication. The 
savings in housing operation cost from the proposed closure 
of Fort Douglas was $191,000, or $2,894 per house. [Ref. 
15] Kincheloe Air Force Base had 375 houses on the post at 
the time of the closure. The savings per house of the 
proposed closure was $3,624. [Ref. 12] There were also 
recurring savings of $368,000 in communication fees that GAO 
estimated in the proposed closure of Kincheloe. These 
savings would come about from the decreased usage of 
telephone lines and communication networks. 

As discussed in the section on recurring costs, the 
offsets to the recurring savings of base operations are the 
increased costs of personnel support. The removal of 
available housing increases BAQ and VHA costs, and the loss 
of medical and dental facilities increases CHAMPUS costs. 
Offsetting the recurring cost savings of leased communica- 
tion lines is the one time cost to disconnect this service 
and any contract termination costs. 

5 . Cost Estimation 

Cost estimation is a major issue in using cost to 
the government as a criterion for base closures. In the 10 
October 1979 review by GAO of the Army's proposal to close 
Fort Douglas, there were numerous instances where the GAO 
and Army costs did not agree. 
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Examples of these disagreements include when the GAO 
used the rate/rank of the actual personnel occupying base 
housing to calculate BAQ savings, while the Army used a 
standard rate/rank of "lower grade personnel." [Ref. 15] 
The Army totaled the square footage of office space and 
storage space at Fort Douglas and used this to determine the 
cost of leasing at the new location. The Army then applied 
a cost of $5 per square foot of storage space. The GAO 
found that the Army's total square footage included the Navy 
and Marine Corps Reserve Center, which was to remain at Fort 
Douglas. The GAO also found that the Army needed to apply 
a cost of $2 per square foot of warehouse storage space and 
$8 per square foot of storage space of less than 500 square 
feet, leased jointly with office space. The Army included 
in their proposed cost of leasing space enough parking 
spaces for all personnel to be transferred. GAO officials 
stated that the government pays for parking of government 
owned vehicles only, so it deleted that cost. [Ref. 15] 

The GAO review of the Air Force's proposal to close 
Kincheloe Air Force Base found similar errors in cost 
estimation. These errors included a duplication in savings 
of $508,000 from the family housing operation, as these were 
already included in estimated personnel cost savings. The 
Air Force estimated a savings of 100 miles per day by 
closing Kincheloe and removing it from the air delivery 
route. The actual savings was 50 miles. The Air Force 
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underestimated the communications cost savings by not taking 
into account savings from leased phone lines and the 
transfer of communication equipment to other bases. The GAO 
included the loss of temporary part-time positions as a cost 
savings while the Air Force did not. [Ref. 12] 

These differences in cost estimation between the 
different services and GAO occurred in other evaluations 
that the author used in the research for this thesis. These 
differences can be seen in the section on one-time DOD costs 
in this chapter. The tables of military and civilian 
personnel transfer costs clearly show this difference in 
cost estimation. Other areas in which difference in cost 
estimation occurred were in the calculation of recruitment 
and training costs and in caretaker costs. Any cost 
estimation which involves personnel is one for which there 
can be a difference in total cost. This occurs in the 
majority of cases examined by the author because the 
military branch and GAO cannot agree on the total number of 
personnel involved in the closure or realignment. 

The following is a table of the proposed cost and 
savings estimates for the closure or realignment of five 
military installations: 
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DOD ESTIMATE GAO ESTIMATE 





ONE TIME 


ANNUAL 


ONE TIME 


ANNUAL 


MILITARY BASE 


COST 


SAVINGS 


COST 


SAVINGS 


Fort Dix 


53 .31 


16 .25 


72 . 47 


15.84 


Loring A.F.B. 


8.70 


26.70 


8 . 90 


25.70 


Fort Douglas 


2 . 56 


.79 


2 . 65 


. 58 


Kincheloe A.F.B. 


11.34 


22 . 17 


27 . 90 


27.95 


New Cumberland 










Army Depot 


5.82 




6.58 





These estimates are in millions of dollars. The service's 
cost estimates were less than the GAO cost estimates in all 
five of the cases examined. The service's savings estimates 
were more than the GAO savings estimates in three out of 
four of the cases examined. The differences between the 
service's and GAO ' s estimates of the cost of a base closure 
range from $90,000 to $19.16 million. The differences, 
however, between three of the five estimates were less than 
$800,000. The reason for the large difference in the Air 
Force's and GAO's estimates of the proposed closure of 
Kincheloe was because GAO included caretaker costs and costs 
associated with unemployment and food stamp compensation and 
the Air Force did not. The reason for the large difference 
in the estimation of cost for the proposed closure of Fort 
Dix was because the Army included a one time cost avoidance 
of $20.25 million in construction projects. GAO did not 
include these costs because the Army had not received final 
authorization for the expenditure of the funds for the 
proj ects . 
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There were data available on the one-time cost 
avoidances for Fort Dix, Loring AFB and Kincheloe AFB. 
However, in the case of Fort Dix and Loring AFB, the GAO did 
not feel these costs were warranted because the funding for 
them had not be.en approved. These bases had a DOD estimated 
total one-time cost avoidance of $56.1 million. The GAO, 
however, only recognized a $9,043 million one-time cost 
avoidance for Kincheloe AFB. 

6 . Payback Period 

The proposed costs for the closure of the different 
bases examined by the author range from $73.6 million for 
Fort Dix to $2.6 million for Fort Douglas. The payback 
period (the time it would take to recover the one-time cost 
of closing a base) ranged from over six years to less than 
one. The average time to recover one-time costs of a base 
closure for both the DOD and GAO was estimated for four base 
closures^ at 4.1 years. All of these payback periods fall 
v/ithin the guidelines established by the Department of 
Defense, which is seven to ten years [Ref. 27]. The 
majority of these periods also meet the Secretary of Defense 
recommended six year time frame for a payback period [Ref. 
1]. These payback periods include a Department of Defense 
standard interest rate of 10%. [Ref. 30] 



^These four bases were Forts Dix and Douglas and 
Kincheloe and Loring Air Force Bases. 



56 



7 . Summary 



As discussed previously in this section, there is a 
considerable lack of detailed data available on costs of a 
base closure. The GAO evaluations of the DOD proposals to 
close or realign bases provide some data. These are only 
the totals, however, they do not provide the information on 
how the totals were arrived at. There is more information 
available from federal agencies other than the Department of 
Defense. This information is usually more detailed 
information. However, this information is only a small 
portion of the overall costs to the Government. 

A critical factor as far as costs to the government 
is concerned is the problem of cost estimation. Examination 
of the studies of base realignments and closures clearly 
shows that the different services have difficulty estimating 
all the costs of a base closure. It would appear that they 
estimate only those costs which directly affect the 
Department of Defense. The Department of Defense consis- 
tently underestimated the costs and over-estimated cost 
savings . 

B. LOCAL ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Perhaps the most publicized aspect of a base closure is 
the impact that it has on the local community and its 
economy. This impact includes, primarily, the effects upon 
unemployment and retail sales. This section will include an 
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analysis of how coininunities affected by base closures have 
recovered and grown. 

1 . Impact on Unemployment 

Two major economic effects of a base closure are the 
layoff of the civilian work force and the transfer of the 
military personnel. The data presented below on the 
increase in unemployment clearly show that there is an 
effect upon the community. The Summary of Completed 
Military Base Economic Adjustment Projects lists 100 cases 
of base closure. In the closure of these 100 bases, a total 
of 93,424 civilian jobs were lost. That's an average of 934 
people per closure. The average is not that significant 
because the actual number of job losses ranged from 0 to 
12,300. The figures from the Summary of Completed Military 
Base Economic Adjustment Projects on new civilian jobs shows 
that there were 138,138 new jobs created to offset the 
93,424 lost. This results in a ratio of more than 1.48 
jobs created to jobs lost. The number of jobs created was 
greater than the number of jobs lost in 72% of the closures 
cited in this publication. In these closures there were 
116,159 jobs created and 39,626 lost. This gives a ratio of 
2.93 jobs created to those lost. The closure of Brookley 
Air Force Base in Mobile, Alabama and Olmsted Air Force Base 
in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania account for 22,350 of the lost 
jobs. This is almost 25% of the lost jobs in only 2% of the 
base closures. Removing these two bases from the survey 
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drops the average number of jobs lost to almost 800. 
However, in 28% of these cases, the jobs lost outnumbered 
the jobs created. There was a loss in these cases of 53,798 
jobs compared to the 21,979 jobs created. This results in a 
ratio of over 2.45 jobs lost to jobs created. [Ref. 5] The 
following are some statistics on the increase in unemploy- 
ment for cities where base closures took place: [Ref. 31] 



The data for unemployment increases for Sault Ste. Marie, 
Michigan and Selma, Alabama were estimates. The Sault Ste. 
Marie, Michigan estimate came from the GAO's review of an 
Air Force proposal, and the Selma, Alabama estimate came 
from a document on the closure of Craig Air Force Base 
published by the people of Selma and Dallas counties. The 
unemployment increase for Saltville, Virginia came from the 
publication Communities in Transition . [Ref. 24] The data 
for the unemployment increases for the remainder of the 
cities came from decreases in employment reported in the 
U.S. Department of Labor's Employment and Earnings for the 
years that the military installation in the affected city 
closed. [Ref. 31] 



City/State 



Unemployment Increase 
After Base Closure 



Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan 
Saltville, Virginia 
Selma, Alabama 
Houma, Louisiana 
Mobile, Alabama 
Duluth, Minnesota 
Orlando, Florida 



10.4% 
19 . 5% 
21.7% 
5.4% 
7 . 3 % 
1 . 0 % 
4 . 0 % 
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2 . Impact on Retail Sales 

Table 1 is a list of the 24 communities mentioned in 
the article by John Lynch in which the effect of a base 
closure on retail sales was measured. [Ref. 16] From the 
data presented in the article by John Lynch, it can be seen 
that the closure of a military installation affected the 
retail sales of the local community less than 30 percent of 
the time. Of the seven communities which saw a drop in 
retail sales, five had an increase in sales the first year 
after the closure. Of the 22 cities in which there were 
data available for the first year after the closure, 86% 
showed an increase in retail sales over that of the year 
before closure. This information, combined with the report 
from the U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations [Ref. 19] and the analysis done by Darwin Daicoff 
[Ref. 20], suggests that a major portion of military payroll 
is spent within the base itself, and not entirely in the 
local community. 

3 . Other Economic Effects 

There are other economic effects which can be 
directly attributed to the transfer of military personnel. 
Figures concerning the proposed closure of Craig Air Force 
Base are as follows: 

- The base personnel raised $35,000 in pledges for the 
local combined federal campaign. 

- The local hospitals estimated 20% of their business came 
from the base. 
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TABLE 1 



RETAIL SALES IN MILLIONS 









1st year 


2nd year 




Year before 


Year of 


after 


after 


Community 


closure 


closure 


closure 


closure 


COMMUNITIES WHICH 


HAD A DECREASE 


IN RETAIL SALES 




Lake Charles, LA 


143.9 


141.0 


149 . 1 


154 . 7 


Presque Isle, ME 


22 . 8 


19.4 


20.3 


21.3 


Salina, KS 


90.2 


89 . 2 


94 . 3 


99.2 


Greencove Springs 


1 








FL 


14 . 1 


12 . 8 


13 . 2 


14.7 


Reno, NV 


240,0 


239 . 4 


238 . 0 




Roswell, NM 


71.2 


70 . 0 


78 . 1 




Edgemont, SD 


11.9 


10.8 






COMMUNITIES WHICH 


HAD AN INCREASE IN RETAIL SALES 




Mobile, AL 


$440.0 


$458 . 6 


$477 . 2 


$482 . 6 


Fort Smith, AR 


177 . 9 


178 . 4 


186.5 


198 . 6 


Macon, GA 


196.3 


220.2 


235.9 


306.3 


Decat . , IL 


161.8 


161.8 


177 . 5 


195.1 


Springlield, MA 


847.8 


860.6 






Greenville, MS 


115.6 


132 . 0 


137 . 0 


144 . 4 


Lincoln, NE 


238.3 


240.4 


255.2 


247 . 8 


Sidney, NE 


22.4 


23.9 


25.2 


25.9 


Rome , NY 


441.2 


462.2 


490 . 7 


504 . 6 


Port Clinton, OH 


41.0 


44 . 9 


46.4 


49.0 


Toledo, OH 


721.4 


731.4 


780 . 9 


836 . 4 


Harrisburg, PA 


706. 1 


747 . 6 


792.3 




York, PA 


392.8 


393 . 5 


437.7 


467 . 5 


Greenville, SC 


243.9 


250.6 


294 . 5 


318.9 


Harlingen, TX 


151.0 


154 . 3 


161.9 


167 . 9 


Waco, TX 


194.7 


211.7 


220.0 


248 . 8 


Moss Lake, WA 


67.9 


72 . 2 


82 . 1 




- An estimated 


260 homes and apartments 


would be 


vacated . 



- The loss of $100,000 in federal impact funds. 

- An average $80,000 annual loss in tuition paid to the 
local state community college. [Ref. 18] 

This is an additional economic burden of over $200,000 which 

was put on the community. 
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4 . Recovery of the Local Communitv 

The 100 former bases in the Summary of Completed 
Military Base Economic Adjustment Projects are now the 
location of 12 four-year colleges and 33 post-secondary 
vocational technical schools or community colleges. Forty- 
two of the bases are now Municipal or General Aviation 
airports. Seventy-five former bases are the sites of 
industrial and office parks. [Ref. 5] Another study issued 
by the President's Economic Adjustment Committee, titled The 
Civilian Use of Radar Stations , shows that the number of 
jobs created outnumber the jobs lost in greater than 50% of 
the closures, while only 14% of the facilities were 
found to have no economic value. [Ref. 25] The following 
are examples of how communities have recovered: 

- Saltville, Virginia--Five years after the closure of Air 
Force Plant #80, unemployment has dropped from a high of 
25% to 9% and retail sales are up 64%. 

- Benicia, California--Ten years after the closure of the 
Benicia Military Arsenal property values have increased 
9 1/4 times. Tax revenues are up by more than 700%, the 
job ratio is 1.29 jobs created to jobs lost, and the 
building occupancy rate is at 95%. 

- Edison, New Jersey — Ten years after the closure of 
Raritan Arsenal, the installation now houses Middlesex 
County College, which enrolls 8000 full-time and 10,000 
part-time students, and employs three times as many 
people as the arsenal did. [-Ref. 24] 

- Hanna City, Illinois — The state began operations of a 
youth center almost immediately after this radar station 
closed. The youth center employs approximately 100 
people, providing many more jobs than the Air Force did. 
Included in this job figure is most of the maintenance 
staff that worked for the Air Force. [Ref. 25] 
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It often takes two or three years for a coininunity to 
recover from the loss of a military installation. [Ref. 5] 
However, this is dependent on the actions of the local 
community. Prompt action by the local community can insure 
a shorter turnover time between the military and private 
industry. [Ref. 11] The community of Mineral Wells, Texas 
recovered in just seven months, and the community of 
Greenville, South Carolina recovered in just four months. 
In both cases, the involvement and quick response of the 
community leaders was the cause of such short recovery 
times. [Ref. 24] 

5 . Growth of the Local Community 

The same closures discussed in the previous section, 
also show a average annual employment growth of 3.0%, 
compared with a national average employment growth of 4.0% 
over approximatly the same period. Specific examples of 

closures such as Mineral Wells and Laredo, Texas show an 
average annual employment growth of 14% and 40% respec- 
tively. These average employment increases are for the 
years 1973 to 1977. During this same time the state of 

Texas experienced an average employment increase of only 
4.5%. [Ref. 32] Other examples are shown in the table on 
the following page; 
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FORMER 

MILITARY 









STATE 


BASE 




YEAR 


YEAR 


EMPLOYMENT 


EMPLOYMENT 


CITY/STATE 


CLOSED 


RECOVERED 


INCREASE 


INCREASE 


Benicia, CA 


1964 


1974 


40% 


30% 


Edison, NJ 


1964 


1974 


23% 


284% 


Brunswick, GA 


1974 


1977 


5% 


2172% 


Sanford, FL 


1968 


1977 


51% 


100% 


York, PA 


1964 


1975 


17% 


69% 


Greenville, SC 


1963 


1974 


61% 


433% 


Lewiston, MT 


1971 


1975 


16% 


3600% 



The figures for the state employment increases came 
from the Office of Economic Adjustment's Communities in 
Transition . [Ref. 24] The figures for the former military 
base employment increase came from the Department of Labor's 
Employment and Earnings [Ref. 31]. The dates for these data 
were the dates between the year closed and the year 
recovered . 

6 . Summary 

The effect of a base closure upon the local 
community is undeniable. The increase in the unemployment 
statistics for the cities and states listed in this section 
demonstrates this impact. The closure of the 100 bases 
listed in the Summary of Completed Military Base Economic 
Adjustment Projects all had some effect on the local 
community. These bases averaged 934 job losses per closure. 
Job losses directly affect other parts of the community. If 
workers who lose their jobs are transferred or move to find 
other jobs, the housing market is affected. Also affected 
is the retail sales of the local merchants and the local tax 
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base. The transfer of the military personnel and their 
dependents compounds the adversity of these effects. More 
houses are vacated, the local merchants lose more sales, and 
less sales means less sales tax collected. 

It is not, however, impossible for the community to 
recover. The case studies in Communities in Transition show 
that the sooner the community gets involved with converting 
the base to private industry, the less will be the impact 
upon the community. Greenville, South Carolina was on the 
way to recovery four months after the closing of Donaldson 
Air Force Base [Ref. 24]. The Summary of Completed Military 
Base Economic Adjustment Projects shows that overall, base 
closures have been good for the community. A total of 
165,618 new jobs replaced the 93,424 jobs lost [Ref. 5]. 
This recovery is due in part to the fact that the effect of 
a military installation upon the local community is not as 
great as some might think. John Lynch's article clearly 
shows that retail sales were affected in less that 30% of 
the base closures [Ref. 16]. This article supports Darwin 
Daicoff's estimation that as much as 50% of the military 
payroll is spent on base [Ref. 20]. These factors, combined 
with the help that is available from the Office of Economic 
Adjustment and other federal agencies, ease the impact of a 
base closure upon the local community. 
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POLITICAL IMPACT 



C. 

The political impact of a base closure often leads to 
the loss of a job for a congressman. Since there were no 
hard data to prove that a member of Congress lost his or her 
job specifically because of a base closure, no analysis was 
possible. Appendix C gives a breakdown by state of the 
number of military installations in the United States. 

D. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

Testimony before the Defense Secretary's Commission on 
Base Realignment and Closure by different environmental 
groups shows that there is genuine concern about hazardous 
waste left behind after military installations close. The 
major concern is the contamination of drinking water. The 
environmental groups want to prevent the contamination of 
ground water, aquifers and wells. They contend that, if the 
hazardous waste is not cleaned up prior to the closure, it 
will be allowed to sit and the chances of further 
contamination are increased. None of the groups that spoke 
before the commission offered any data to support this 
claim. The Office of the Secretary of Defense, as well as 
the different service representatives, testified that the 
DOD will clean up the waste, but it wants to close the bases 
first. Once cost savings are realized, DOD would agree to 
clean up the hazardous waste. Examination of all applicable 
laws shows the Department of Defense is liable for clean up. 
[Ref. 26] There is also a program called Superfund 
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Amendment and Reauthorization Act (SARA) [Ref. 33] that 
cleans up contamination found after a base closure. 

The author called three of the bases listed in the 
Summary of Completed Military Base Economic Adjustment; 25 
Years of Civilian Reuse to find out if hazardous waste was 
found after a base closure. The data that the author found 
indicated that, in one case, hazardous waste was found and 
that not all of the waste had been cleaned up by DOD. 

E. IMPACT ON DEFENSE READINESS 

The same lack of hard data that limits the analysis of 
the criterion of cost to the government again restricts the 
discussion of national defense as a criterion. The 
testimony before the Defense Secretary's Commission on Base 
Realignment and Closure by the representatives of the 
Department of Defense is unanimous. National defense is the 
primary concern to the DOD in a base closure. Vice Admiral 
J.A. Baldwin, Director for Strategic Plans and Policy, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, spoke of the importance of bases to the 
strategic support of national defense. Admiral Baldwin was 
followed by the Secretaries of the Army and of the Navy, the 
Under Secretary of the Air Force, and a host of other top 
echelon officials from the different services. The theme of 
all their testimony was the same. The critical considera- 
tion in the closure of a base is its part in the defense of 
the United States. This theme was echoed by Professor 
Thompson is his testimony about privatization of military 
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installations. He stated that the role the base plays in 
the support of national defense takes consideration of the 
benefits of privatization. The Army presented support for 
the national defense in its proposal to close the Watertown 
arsenal. It stated that, since the items produced by the 
arsenal could be obtained at lesser cost from the private 
sector, it could no longer justify the arsenal's existence. 
This same lack of justification was the reason for the 
proposed realignment of New Cumberland Army Depot. The Army 
had excess capacity in support of its CH-47 helicopter 
program. It decided to reduce unnecessary support and 
overhead costs and saw that it could do so, without 
affecting national defense. 

F. SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS 

There is a considerable lack of historical data 
available on the topic of base closures. There is a 
marginal amount of data available on bases prior to their 
closure. However, data on the costs of a completed base 
closure are almost non-existent. As intuitively obvious or 
pleasing as the aspect of political impact of a closure 
might be, it is almost, if not, impossible to prove. This 
same problem exists with respect to the impact on national 
defense. Information on national defense as a criterion 
came from base closure proposals and testimony before the 
Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and 
Closure. Hence, the data for national defense, as a 
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criterion, are just testimony. The testimony before the 
Defense Secretary's Commission by environment groups 
provided no data to support their claims that DOD will allow 
hazardous waste to remain once a base is closed. Data 
collected by the author show that in one case, hazardous 
waste was found after the base was closed. The Department 
of Defense contends that it will clean up the waste, but 
that it would like to realize some savings first. It also 
contends that, even if NEPA is relaxed, there are other laws 
that will insure that it cleans up the waste. 

The greatest amount of data that were available were on 
the impact on the local community. Unemployment statistics, 
growth rates, and the list of 100 base closures were very 
informative. The publications. Communities in Transition 
and Civilian Reuse of Radar Stations , clearly show that 
communities can and do recover. This information clearly 
shows the extent to which a closure impacts the local 
community. The only hard data on costs to the government 
came from costs to non-DOD agencies. These were data on 
loans and grants to help the community recover from the 
closure. The only other information consisted of estimates. 
These estimates came mostly from DOD proposals for closure 
or realignment. GAO reports on these proposals clearly 
illustrate the difficulty in estimating costs and the fact 
that costs to other government agencies should be 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



A. CONCLUSIONS 

Conclusions from the information available on costs to 
the Federal Government as a criterion for base closures are 
very limited. This is due to the fact that there is very 
little detailed information available. One conclusion which 
becomes obvious from the readings is that the costs which 
the Department of Defense considers applicable to the 
closure of a base are only a portion of the total costs to 
the Federal government. Other agencies incur costs as a 
consequence of base closures. It can also be concluded that 
the cost to close military installations can be recovered in 
the time limits prescribed by the Department of Defense. A 
final conclusion which can be drawn is that a major issue in 
the determination of cost to the government is cost 
estimation. Elimination of the disagreements over how to 
estimate costs would greatly reduce the discrepancies 
between DOD and GAO estimates. 

Conclusions drawn from the information available on 
local economic impact as a criterion are more numerous due 
to the more detailed information available. It is clear 
that the effect on retail sales is not as great as one might 
imagine. It is also clear that the number of jobs gained is 
greater than those lost. 
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There are no conclusions which can be drawn regarding 
the impact on defense readiness and the political impact of 
a base closure. The information gathered by the author on 
these two criteria are strictly opinions and cannot be 
substantiated as fact. The same can be said about the 
information concerning the environmental impact of a base 
closure. Neither the Department of Defense nor the 
environmental groups who testified before the Defense 
Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure 
provided any information to support their claims. The 
author did find one instance to support the claims of the 
environmental groups. 

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 

One change in practice that would facilitate subsequent 
base closure analyses is to retain more detailed records on 
future closures of military installations. Another 
recommendation is to give more consideration to Professor 
Fred Thompson's idea of the privatization of military 
installations. [Ref. 1] If it comes down to the choice of 
closing one base or another, and one base would be preferred 
by the private sector because of its location or facilities, 
then that base should be chosen. This choice would lessen 
the effect upon the local community by reducing the time it 
takes to change over from a military to a private economic 
base. Also, if the location of one base is preferred by 
private interests to another, that could increase the price 
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that the government would receive for the property, thus 
reducing the cost of closure. A final recommendation is 
that there be more coordination between the Department of 
Defense and the GAO in the calculation of the costs involved 
in a base closure. It would appear that many of the 
discrepancies in cost estimation can be eliminated with 
better sharing of the sources of these costs. 
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APPENDIX A 



Summary of Completed Military Base 
Economic Adjustment Projects 1961-1986 

April-May 1986 





Year ol 
Impact 

Year ol 
Acquisition 


Civilian 
Jobs Lost 


New Civilian Jobs 












CuniiniimlY b 
Fdulily 


IMiiitary 

Translers) 


Total 
Jobs 
On Base 


New 
Jobs 
On Base 


Direct 
OK Base 
Jobs • 


Major Firms.' 
Activities 


College 
Vo Tech 
Students 


Land 

Use 


Community 

Contact 


CudL-n. Aldbjma 

Djii|ihiii Ibidiiil All Fuice Sialion 


19?l 

1972 


26 

11121 


33 


33 




University ol South Alabama 
(Marine Environmental Science 
ConsoftimnI 


167IC1 

2C4(SI 


E 


Df Geonjt 1 CiQ/ier, Director, 
Marine Envuonmental Science 
Consul tiijiii, PO Boi 386. 
Dautilun Island. Alabama 38526 
12051 861 37D? 


Mubiie. Altibania 
BiOuUty AfB amJ Mubilc An 
Mjlrin' Alta 


1965 69 
1969 


12,300 

I1.07CI 


3.50C 


3,500 




Telcdyne Continental Motors 
Internationa) Paper. Iriei national 
Systems. Umvxisiiy ol South 
Alabama Municipal Airport 


1,000(0^ 


A.CE.F 

Ho.I.D, 

PITS 


Dan DuFYint, Manager, Mobile 
Aerospare Industrial Complei . 
Mobik Alabama 36615 
1205) 436 7334 


Mobile Alabama 
Tlii'odoie Amiy leimma!^ 


19f5 

1965 


14 

” 1-1 


1,300 


1,300 




Degussa Alabama Inc, 

Ken McGee, Union Caibide. 

Ideal Basic Industries. 

Mobile Paint MIg Ca, KayFiies 
Chemicals, tayloi Whaitoii 




1 


Jay Gainei. Mobile 
Alahania Chamber ol 
Commerce. PU Bo« 2187, 
Mobile, Alabama 36652 
l?05i 433 6-J5I 


St'Inid, Alabama 
Cfjij Ai; tvict bait 


1977 

1976 


547 
" 11.663) 


4?0 


420 




Beech Airciaft, Beech Aero 
Spaies Services Inc. Pjlymer 
Metals, American Caiu'y Ca, 
Al.iliiiina State Trouper Arailemy 
Gcnitjt Wal'ace Cnniniuiiity College, 
Mitiiiiipal Airport 


snotci* 

500(1) 


A.AgC.E. 
Ho.l M 
PR.S 


Hugh Allen. Eiecuiive 
iJnecloi, Ciaig Field Airport b 
Induslnal Aniltoiity 
FH Bui 14? 1 
Selnij. Aal'ama 36701 
(205! 874 ,’419 


Tboma&ville, Alabama 

ft. Ai fulU Stj'. 


1970 

isn 


16 

11101 


175 


175 




Thomasville Adult Ad|tisrinenl 
Centei 




H 


Of Paiket Edwanls. Director 
Thomasville Adult Ad|iistnient 
Centei PD Btn 
Thomasvili' Aijliama 36764 
12051 636 W?1 


Kenai Alaska 

Atf Kjut fit.i' ■' 


1972 

1974 


63 

(3801 


45? 


452 




Kenai Native Association Inc. 
Wildwood Collection Ceniei, 
KenailA- Indian Tube. 

[IJeiiy housing Centei 




E.FHo 


Willa Konte. Cnmpiiollci 
Kenj. Nji.,f Association, PO 
Boi 1216 KiTi.ii Alaska 9*jo1l 
19071 263 4651 


Bumcia California 
Bfiiitia A'jt .a 


19W 

1965 


2 321 
132) 


5 510 


5,510 




Elion, Spell y Wiji Systems, 
Hnnfway Refinery Ace Haidwaie, 
Muntway Relnii-'y Toyota 
NiSSOn'Kiiii Ma.ila tloi'da 




Co, Hi, 1,0 


Dale n Sinngfellow. Managing 
Paitiii Stiaiiilinlileis Pnnnrty 
ltd. bemcid wiidoiiiia 945IG 
17071 745 6U1 


Lis A/igules Catilomia 
FxjM Mdt-Af(t'iir^ 


1974 
■ 1975 


1.X6 

1750' 


1,350' 


720 




tos Angeles Umlierl School 
Oistitcl, Los Angeles Haiboi 
Drpi Hotel - Commercial - 
Manna Complei San l\;f1ro - 
Wilmington Skill Centei 


60(KS} 


C.E.I. 

M.O 


Di Richaid Belman Diicctoi 
San F\;dio - Ailiningiun S»ill 
Center, 920 W 3p|)i Stieel 
San Ptdio, Catiluima 90731 
12131 631 0?95 


Malibu Caliloinia'^ 
Nkt Site ^6 


19^4 

1974 


"Tl4?r 


40 


40 




bs Angeles County Fire b 
Paramedic Center 




MP 


Deputy Chief James Haggenmillei. 
bs Angeles CPtinfy Fut 
Oepartnieni. PC Boi 3009. 
Terminal Annei. 
bs Angeles. CaMoima 90051 
(213) 267 2481 


Paimdale, Cairtoinia'* 
Ni*t blit OA 


1974 

1976 


Tl42r 


100 


IOC 




bs Angeles County Fire 
Centei b Conectional 
Facility 




E,MP 


Deputy Chief James Haggenmifiei 
bs Angeles County Fne 
Oeiiaitmeni, fU Boi 3009, 
Teimiiul Annei 
bs Angeles, California 90051 
(213) 267 2481 





Yeai of 
impact 

Year of 
Acquisition 


Civilian 


New Civilian Jobs 










Community b 
Fd(.ilily 


(Military 

TransfersI 


Total 
Jobs 
On Base 


New 
Jubs 
On Base 


Direct 

Off Base Mayor Firms/ 
Jobs-r Activities 


College 
Vo lech 
Stud) iits 


Land 

Use 


Community 

Contact 


Rdncho Palos VenJes, 
Cahlornia’^ 

Nikt Site bS 


1974 

1974 


191) 


70 


- 


Dty and School Offices. 

City of Ranchu Palos Verdes 




E.M.P 


Donald Gu'077v City Manager. 
City l( Hancho Pjlos Veides. 
31244 Pdlus Verdes Drive k\e$t. 
Fliricho I’jIos Veidcs. 

Calddiina 90274 
12131 377 OJbO 


San Francisco. California 
Hunteis Kimt Naval Shipyard 


1973 7S 
1976 


4,650 

n,95it“ 


1.500 


1,500 


Triple A Machine Shop Inc, 
University of Califoinra, 
OcpjiKiicni of the Navy 
Uiideiwaiei Eiplusive Testing Lab 




I.E.f 


Clr'foid P LeGeite General 
Manjijer, Iripic A Machine Shop 
Hunters FYinit Stnpyarrl 
San IrancisLU Caliiorrua 941?4 
1415' y.2d:22 


Torrance, California 
Tuiraiae Annei Umg Beach 
Naval Srrpply Centei 


1973 

1974 


50 

” (-1 


BO 




City ol Tp”ance Facilities 




P 


Gene Barnen, Director 
Becreatruii Oepartim-n* City ol 
Tonance. 31131 Tinrariu Bou'e.jrd 
Iniiance CdiitorriM SI'iO] 

(2IJ. J.'iJbJlb 


Vunlura County Califuinia 
Dniard Air force Base 


1970 
1976 " 


293 

(1,215) 


1,020 


800 


Veniuia County Community Coi'v^jc 
Iniersystt'ihs. George Bannister 
Company, US Navy, Dinard High 
School nistiict, Camillo Airport 
Venitiia County Ollices 


2I)0(D 

8l4).bl 

200/T) 


A.CE 
fi V, 

u 


James n 0 Nntl Airports 
Adi'iiiiistiatoi U'littita County. 
229 Do.' ley Avenue 
Canidtiliu Caiitomra 93010 
(B(i5 ■irt4:02 


CuIiimJo Spiings. Colorado 
Frit Air Force Base 


1971 
1976 80 


t 


310 


310 


United States Olympic Committee 
Hqis. USDC Olympic Tiaimnij 
Centei, Hqirs National 
Gnveininy Bodies Ini 16 Sports 




DR 


Ronald Rowan General Counsel 
Uniter! States Dlynipic Coiniinrtee, 
175L' East BniLftt Street 
Cnlorado Spiings Culueailo 
( «!Jf 63? bbbi 


Green Cove Springs. Floiida 
Altantic Fleet Site 


1962 

19W 


324 

11.281) 


650 


C50 


Kelsey Hayes. Kusiom Kan. 
Maiine Falmcaiors. Sun Slate 
Maiine, Hupe Coirjuaid, 
F^gasiis Teclincliiijies, 

Gieai Lakes Oiedye b Oock 




l.Ho 


Ed Stewart. Manager 
Clay County Port Inc., 
f>0 Bn« 47? 

Green Cove Springs flonda 32043 
('1114 284 3676 


Key West Florida 
liiiinan Aniiei 


1973 

1986' 


568 

(3,3561 


300 


300 


Port Taylor State Park 
Flonda Marine Irisi'tuie; 

Bnai Building b Slitei Metal 
Coitipd irs. Monroe County 
Mentd' Health Centei 


100(C) 


CE.F 
H Ml Ho 
I.D.PS 


Steve McDaniel, Eiccuiive 
Directoi Kei Vt'esi Hcdivelnpment 
Aijui-.y Ki Bn. Kki ' 

Key V.est, Florida 33(.40 
(3US1 296 S601 


Oitando. Flonda 
McCoy Aif Force Base 


1974 

197C 


395 

(2,8121 


3 049 


2 249 


Oavk-son Research, Arvida Coip, 
United Parcel. Emery An Freight, 
Fedeial Eipress, 

Flonda Southern College 
Muhicipal Airport 


600(0 


ACE. 
f l.PR 
w 


Stephen J Cn -Fe, Director of 
PiopeHies. U'ljter flilando 
Aviation Authority. 11. But 
6200U4 Dfla-id. Ficiida 32867 
(30bi 826 2045 


Sanford. Flurida 
Sanford Nj.al Air Station 


1968 

1969 


230 

(646, i ' 


1.500 


KOO 


Cobra Boats, Oavis Mechanical 
Hardie lingation. Scotlys. 
flonda Gas Framing Centei, 
Mimicipa) An port 


975.T1 


AE.I 


JS Rfd Lii%eland. Director 
Sanfoid Aiiport Aiitliom. 
Sanlord. Florida 32771 
(30b’ 322 777) 


Albany Georgia 
Albany Naval Air Station 


1974 

1978’ 


3410 

(3.2171 


2,000 


7.m 


Miller Brewery. 

Kroger 'yranut Butter. 
Job Corps 


1 200ai 


C.E.F. 

H.IP 


C Lamar Chiton. Eiecutrve 
Director Albany Chanibci ol 
Commerce. PO Boi 308 
Albany, rieoryia 31702 
(9121 383 6900 


Brunswick. Georgia 
Glynco Naval An Station 


1974 

1976 


344 
(1 8281 


1,200 


1.200 


Fedeial Law Enfoi cement Trammg 
Center, General Eleciiic. 

Glynco Machine b loot, Map 
fnlemationaf. Municipal Aopon 


1.350(TI ^ 


A.E.F, 
Ho.l M 


Gordon Davis. Vice President/ 
General Manager, Glynco - 
McBride Jet Knk. 

50C Connole Street, 
Brunswick. Georgia 31S70 
(9121 268 8bOC 
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Year ol 
Impact 

Year of 
Acquisition 


Civilian 
Jobs Lost 


New Civilian Jobs 












Conimiinity & 
fjulity 


(Military 

Irans(ers) 


Total 
Jobs 
On Base 


New 
Jobs 
On Base 


Oiiect 
Dit Base 
Jobs ♦ 


Ma)or Turns/ 
Activities 


College 
Vo Tech 
Students 


Land 

Use 


Community 

Contact 


Decdtui. illmoJS 
Oeidlur Arni) Signal Depot 


1962 

'1963 


1,310 
(27) ■ 


1,440 


1,440 




Tiiestone Tue B Rubber 




1 


Leslie T. Allen. City Managei, 
City Hall, Decatui. Illinois B2525 
(2171 424 2701) 


kiesi Pdik. iliinois 

h)feit Kill' Naval Oulnance Plant 


1971 

1973 


1.600 

(6' 


3 015 


3.015 




Rpijmnal Shopping Mad, 
US FYisla! Servin* 

Bulk Mail Ceniei 




C.F 


Mailene Quandt, Village Cleik. 
Foiest F^rV Illinois 61)130 
13121 3G6 2323 


Columbus, ImJiana 
Bai'jlat Air fvrir Base 


197(1 
‘ 1972 


318 

(611 


520 


520 




Cummins Engine Indiana Univ 
amt (‘iiidue Univoisit^ Lultirribus 
Pftciston, Rhodes Av, Raaco, 
Municipal Aupon 


1,20(HC) 


A.C,E, 

H,1 


Wendell Ross, Managei, 
Columbus ' dk.al.ir Aiipurl, 
Columbus, Indiana 47?1.M 
18121 376 2519 


Icrie Haute Imliana 
Oi'leiise iriBusInal Plant 
[ guipiiietil Ci-rilri 


1966 

l%7 


253 
1 1 


800 


800 




Fort Hams Industiial Park 
Ivy Hill Co 
Nuinencat Concepts, 
Eldred Company 




1 


M.)ik Blade, Assistant Diiectoi ol 
Redevelopment. City Hull Room 
3P1 Terre Haute, Indiana 4. ’803 
18121 233 0U19 


Salma. Kansas 

Si bill ij Am hjitc Rasr 


1965 


r6 

(4 7101 


3.900 


3 400 




Beech Aiicrafi, Rirkel Mfg, 
loii> s Pt/4i Inc ABW Eleclionics. 
Kansas Technical Institule 
Salma Vulith, lee 
r.onipany. Municipal Aupnn 


48rci 

41DiSl 


A.Ag.CE. 

f,H,Hn,l. 

R.S 


Tim Rogers, ficcutive Vice 
Piesident, Salma Aupoil 
Aiilhoiity, Salma Karivas 67401 
19131 827 3914 


I'uptiia. Kansas 
Kiibts A,f furce Base 


1973 

1976 


416 

(3 7391 


2,500 


1,600 




Lano Eniei puses. HelidiQlit, 
Topeka Waste Systems 
Macmillan Publislieis. Natronal 
Gifd ' Slat" Mi.'.iltti Oep.iilnicnt 
MiviiLipal Arpoit 


40{T1 


A.C.E H 
IMU.R, 


Jane Davis. Comptmller 
lopeka All In.lu^'i a' Par* 
PO Boi 19053, 
lupeka kdi .as 666 19 
1913) 6.2 23b> 


Huunia. Louisiana 
h*ji*'-ia Am Statii. ■ 


197? 

197} 


18 

111?' 


180^ 


180 




Terrebonne F^rish Vo Tech. 
Vocational Rehahiliiaiion Center 
Wooillurie Center (or 
ReiatOed Children 


87(VSI 


A.C,E. 

H 


Me! Mallory, An port 
Vrjnagei, Houma Ttrielionne 
A' pnit Coimnissiiiii PQ Roi 
101S8, Houiim. lanis.di..i 7U3I.O 
(5W) 872 4646 


lake Charles Louisiana 
nil IV a ]" Ai h,\c hast 


1963 

VjL4 


25? 


1100 


1100 




Frshei Mtg, THi Helicopters 
Snwvlla Tech nl Mt t.r'.se State 
Univeisity. Calcasieu l«nish 
Vocational Ti- 'ini.ai School 


4WCI 

361KSI 


E.H.I, 

P 


Ernest Bmussard. Director, 
City PLmmnij Ooi 1178, 

L«e Charles, Louisiana 
(?lHi 4911211) 


Ni'is Ibeiia. Louisiana 
Ntw iLi.'ia ‘laiji All Station 


1965 

1966 


95 

'(1025) 


'220 


1.220 




All iDgistics Inc. 

University (’ SW' tmiisiana, 
Hathmick Drill Ca. Caiboiundum. 
Ifliiland Bros. Ohs Enm Coip 
N L MiCullongh Ca, GoU ;>outii 
Research Institiit" fuiP An 
Transport Inc, M.miLipal Airport 


1.50GiCi 

9CiS 


A.C.E. 

H.I.M 

R.S. 


Rnck Lassene Dnecloi, 
Ibena Atiport Autliciiiiy 
Niw Ibena louisiana 70560 
(318) 365 7202 


Bangoi. Maine 
OuA An K»'u' Bast 


1966 

Vjf.8 


342 
14 5791 


2 470' 


2.240 




General Electric, Anrac 
Etectioincs. Hqts Bai Habor 
Airlines, US Air Force' 
University ol Maine, 

Slate Department ol Human 
Services, Mumcipal Aiiport 


600(CI 


A.E.F 
Ho,l M, 
R.S 


Edward G McKeon. 
Director ol Development, 
City ol Bangoi 
Rangoi. Maine (M4fll 
1207) 94 7 0341 


Cha/teslon. Maine 
Cliarlestur An Kiice Station 


1979 

1961 


23 

(1691 


58 


58 




State of Maine Minimum 
Secomy Pnson am! 
Tiainmg Facility 


98(T1 


E.S 


Jetfiey Merrill, Director 
Qia'Ieston Minimum Security 
Pnson, Charleston. Mjirn. 04422. 
(2071 285 3t(J7 


Piesijue Isit, Maine 
Piesijuc Isle All Foict Base 


1961 

1962 


268 

IL259) 


1,100 


lion 


275 


Aroostook Shoe Ca, Indian Head 
Plywood. Milliken Tomlinson, 
inieinalional Paper Ca. 

BiirieH's Piess Clipping* Northern 
Maine Vocational Tecnnical Inslitrite, 
Municipal An port 


mo* ' 


A.E.I, 

M.I.S 


Larry E. Clark 
Eiecutive Diiectoi. 

Presque Isle Indust'ial Council. 
PQ Bo. 831. 

Presque (sir; Maine 04769 
(207) 764 4485 
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Year ol 
Impact 

Year of 
Acquisition 


Civilian 
Jobs Lost 

(Military 

Transfers) 


New Civilian Jobs 










Cummunily b 
Fdulity 


Total 
Jobs 
Dn Base 


New 
Jobs 
Dn Base 


Direct 

Off Base Ma^or Firms/ 
Jobs+ Activities 


College 
Vo Tech 
Students 


land 

Use 


Community 
Cunt act 


Bditimofe. Mdryland 
Fun HoUurb 


1973 
■ 197? 


2,805 

11,335) 


1,507 


1,50? 


Holatiird Industrial Rnk 
(23 Businesses). Universal Foods, 
Thrashers Fuimtur^ Clean 
All iiic, PPG. McCarthy Hicks, 
McCormick, Coil Metal Ca, 

John 0 Lucas F^iritimj Co 




I.P 


Beinaid L BeikowiU. 

President, Balnmore Economic 
Develupmcnl Curpoiaiion, Suite 
2400, 36 South Duiles Sueei, 
Baltimore. Maryland 21201 
1301! 817 9305 


Boston, Massachusetts 
Boston Army Base 


1981 

1963 




700 


700 


Boston Design Ceniei, 
Corona Curtain, 

Leslie Fay. Bay Slate 
Bindery Cenler House, 
Conteinpo Moil, 

Hub Mail 




Cl,0 


Marilyn Schwarir Uoyrl. Duector 
Economic (V.rtnpnifiii and 
Industrial Cuip ol Boston. 

38 CiuuriCY Sheet, Rih floor, 
Bosiuii, VjssjchusL’its 02111 
1617) 725 314? 


Boston. Massachusetts 
Boston Sliipyduj - Chdttestown 


1974 

1978 


5,552 

1553) 


3.015'' 


2,953 


Boston Redevelopment Authoiity, 
hninuliiliaio Ltd . Boston r«oiional 
Historic Rirl USS Constitution 
Museum ftiundation Silt! 
Maga/inc, Commercial OHice 
Residential Comptej^ 




C,FHi, 

Hu,IM0 

PS 


James English 
Shipyard fhojeci Coordmaior 
Boston Redevelopment Authortiy 
City Hall 

bosto; M.tssachuseiis 02201 
(617) 722 430U 


Bosltin, Massachusetts 
liuslyii Sliipyarij - South Bostoii 


1974 

1977 




1,800 


1.800 


Boston Miirine Indusinal Park, 
Piiiuloio; Cnui.n leon 
Clnlhiiuj. General Shi|i. 

Auhuii IGin. Px Engineeimg Ca, 
Bosinn Tec/inical Centei 


300(Ti 


El 


Marilyn Swarif llciyd, Duector 
Econniitii: OeveiupiniMii ami 
hulustiid' Coip ol Busto.n 
38 Chduncy Slieet, 9ll F!uoi 
boston .Vdss.tchuseiiv (12111 
1617' 725 3:^2 


Qielsea, Massachusetts 
n.i'Isfa Ndvjl Hospital 


1974 

1979 


32C 

"(462) 


130 


130 


Boston Airliitp'Juial Team, 
Haywiiui! Mjiiiie Oocomenis, 

DMC Energy Inc., First 
Nt%v Enylam) Consortium, 

Admiial's Hill Oeveloiimeni,' Maiina 




C Hi Ho, 
UP 


Robert luongo, Duecloi. 
Conuiuimiy Uevelopiiient, 

City hdl! 

Chelsea f.ldssachusens 02150 
(61?! 889 0700 


Ch(co|)ee, Massachusetts 
Wft.iJ.ei Ati foftr Base 


1974 
“ 1977 


.150^ 

(4014’ 


1,280 


1,280 


Massachusetts Municipal 
Electric Ca, Ouabbin 
Industries, ALAVEL Industnes 
Noitli Arlantic Millwoik 
SS Pierce, Standard MIg 




A I.M.O. 

PR 


Alan W Blau, Fiesident 
Wesiovei Mdtopolitan OMlopment 
CiHp. 3911 K'ltdlfiun Avenue. 
Cliicopet Massdchuse'ts 01022 
(413) 593C421 


Spnnylield, Massachusetts 
Spiinijtieli! Aisi-uj! 


1968 

1968 


2 40D 
120) 


3,300 


3,250 


Digital Equipment Corp. Smith & 
Wesson, Ha no Business Foims, 
Spiinglieltl lechmcal Community 
Cullcgt Spi ii'jlielil Ainioiy 
National Hisiorical Site 


3. 5001 D 


E.Hi, 

I.P 


Marc Hanks Onedor, Flannmg b 
Research, Spi imjlield Ch.iinhct of 
Commi-i;,*:, ','j. Si Smie 600 

Springtit:l;! Massacliuselts 01115 
(4131 787 1555 


Watertown, Massachusetts 
Wdl*'fluwn Aisfiidl 


1967 

19C6 


2 30E 

n?)"" 


1,260" 


1,260 


Arsenal Mali," 

Lifeline Systems Inc, 

Harvard Medical School Offices 
b Outpaiieni Ceniei 




C,H.Ho. 

OP 


Michael Matt, Eiecutive Duector 
Watertown Redt'.tlnpiiieiit 
Authority. 319 AiIimjIoii Si , 
W'aieriown Massacliusetts 02172 
(617) 923 1929 


Sault Ste Mane, Michigan 
Kinclitloe Am Force Base 


1977 

1978 


737 

13,074) 


990 


990 


365 Kimross Correctional Facility. 

Olohon Fahiication Service Inc, 
Kimioss Mig Coip, Foieslply 
Industnes. Eclipse Inc. K Mart,* 
Soo Plastics* Hoover Universal.* 
Municipal Airport 




Arm, 

Ho,l,M 

P 


William L Laubemds, President, 
Chippewd County Economic 
DeveiOpiiienl Cuip 
Xmcheloe, f.licliigan 49788 
(906) 435 5631 


Baudette. Minnesota 
Baudette Air Force Station 


1979 

1981 


30 

(1%! 


20 


20 


Rapid Rivei Cram b 
Seed Ca 




Ho.l 


David Swenson, 

First National Bank 
Baudeile, Minnesota S6C22 
(2181 634 1254 


Duluth, Minnesota 
Duluth Air Force Base 


1982 

1984 


446 

11,040) 


690" 


650 


Duluth Prison (^mp. Louis Bay 
Hocking Equipme; .. National 
Resource Research Institute, 
National Guard, Si Louis County 




A,E,H 

I.MR. 

S 


Joe Cnnden, Manager 
Duluth Aiipon Aulhonry 
Duluth. Minnesota 55811 
1218' 727 2S08 



77 





Year of 
Impact 

Year ul 
Acqutsition 


Civilian 


New Civilian Jobs 




- 








Cuinntuinty (} 
FdLilitY 


(Military 

Tianslers) 


Total 
Jobs 
On Base 


New 
Jobs 
Dn Base 


Direct 
Dll Base 
Jobs I 


Major Firms! 
Activities 


College 
Vu T.'< h 
Stiiilems 


Land 

Use 


Community 

Contact 


Wodund. Minnesota 
^Sdilena Air Foice Station 


19/1 

1973 


15 

(130) 


20 


20 




Bill Kill FTecovery Center 




H 


Audrey Sctnnidte 
fiecutivc Diiccior. Wadena 
Miilti County Health Center. 
Wadena Mnincsuta 54682 
(21bi 631 3610 


Greenville. Mississippi 
Greenville Air Fyiu* Base 


19liS 

I%6 


242 

(2.048i 


325 


325 




Allied [ntei prises. 
Boeing Aiicralt. 
Snutliern Fastners, 
Municipal An port 




A.C.F.H, 

Ho.lM 


Wayne Downing Airport Direcfoi. 
Giec'iivillc Inteinationjl Airpuit, 
Giei’iivitle Mississippi 38/Ul 
1601' 3121 


Kansas City Missouri 
Ricliaiils Gebaur 
Air h)tce Base 


1977 

198bP 


isno 

(2 4U01 


327 


29(1 




Lear Stegici Bi-lton 
Tool Mdchmti 
Calvary Brbic College 
M .iiici|ial Aiipnri 


365IC1 


AC.I. 

E 


Wayne Seders, Airport Manager. 
Richards - Gidian* Anport 
Kansas City Missunri 64J12 
(8161 3220001 


Ni.cistio Missouri 
(■.iii>(> 1^1 . t h Air Force 

haul t!j 


1970 
19C8 75 


i. 2 on 
1 1 


2::^- 


2 345 


820 


Teledyne. Lvy Boy Chair Ca. 
Crotvilci hid. Decoidioi lAne;. 
Moark Production. Crowder 
College, Tyson Foods.’ Talbot ^ire* 
Municipal Airport 


230010 


A.E.I. 

frl.P.S 


Gib Ganow 

Eiecuii.e Vice President, 

Neosh-j Oiariibei ol Ctimmerce 
Ncpshn Missouri StSt*; 

(4171 4t)l l;t:>5 


Cum ail Montana 
Ai.t Lj! s1\ '.*.-viti' Sil-. . 


1972 
19 /“i 


153 

(2or 


36 


36 


16 


Cascatic Cnach. 
Intercontinental buck Body 
Kurimn Luilrje' 

Tiber Water Authority 




Ag.l 


Daiirl! Rfcrwn beasuipr, 
FtiniJi'ia County fconnnnr 
Dmvii'nit'd On |itiialion. 
Coniji!, /djiiiaiia 59425 
1406' 278 7525 


GtaMjuw Munlana 
f.j.,jivv Aif Forte Base 


19/9 


309 

I3.U101 


70 


70 




Ameiiran Indian 
Juvenile liealnient Center 
Valley Induslnal Park, 
General Aviation Aiipnrt 




A.Arj H 
Mn! 


Ruben G Clark Manager. 

Vadt-y Industiial Park I'D Boi 
4675 nijsijow. Miini.nu 59231 
14061 5.4 3746 


lewistoMn. Montana 
IrAiSiovNfi Air Ftirce Statior> 


1971 

19/4 


27 

(163 


3 


3 










V7illiani Speja 
Funnel Cnnniy Artomey. 
Lifwisinwr* M ii.tanj 59457 
(406 538 b"'- ' 


Hastiiiijs Nebraska 
HjJr.l. Na.j! Aniiiiuinlion Depi 


196£ 

1%? 


240 

(lOi 


1.650 


l.C^Tl 




Kastinrjs Industries. TL lingation. 
(!iFo Indusiiies. Animal Research 
Ctn'.er H.istn- I\i( i Good 
Sama/iian Fceti/erneni Center. 
Central Nebraska Techiucal College, 
HdStrrrgs Energy Center 


3.00(KC) 


AgCE, 

KoP 


Dee Hauslei. 

Chamber ol Commeice, 
FY) 15.1 1104. 

Hjs!;n;s Nebraska 60901 
i4U2; 462 4150 


Lincoln. Neb(>ts«a 
lihtol: All fnte Base 


1966 

1966' 


396 
16 38' 


2.000 


2,000 




Goodyear Tne. Brunswick Corp. 

Til Con Ind. Baner Candy 
Daniels Midland Mnmnpal Anpoit 




A.C.FHo. 
I.M PR. 
S 


Wayne Anderson. Eiecutive 
Director linrcln Anport Authority. 
PO B.ii :;J407 
Imculri Ni'bia Va 66501 
I4C2' 435 ?S.'5 


Omaha Nebraska 
Foit On aha 


1975 

197b 


49 

'(56) 


76 


76 




Metiopnirian Technical 
Coniinunty College 


2.680(0 


E 


Dr Milan Dady Vice President, 
/.‘ei'fipnli'jn Vrtiiiifa' rummunity 
CoHegt FYJ Boi 3/. 50. 

Dmaha Nebraska 6t'j! 

(4021 449 0400 


Sidney Nebrasiis 
Sioiii Ainiy Depot 


1967 

19G7 


585 

(21 


627 


627 




Sidney Warehousing Activities. 
Western Nebiaska Technical College; 
Gkrvei Gioup Cabela's Mail 
Order, Ethanol Plant 


300(0 


Ag.E. 

I.S 


Gary FY'arson, 

Chamber ol Commerce, 
Sidney. Nebiaska 69162 
1308) 254 5851 


Rer>o. Nevada 
Stead Aif Forte Base 


1966 

1969 


519 

12133) 


560 


560 




JQ F^nny Dist Center. 

Precision Roll Products. University 
of Nevada Desert Research 
Institute, Municipal An port 


2.00(KEi 


A.E.Ho. 

I.M 


Robert Esperance; Associate 
Director ol Airports, Washoe 
County Airport AulhOnty PQ Boi 
12490 Reno. Nevada 09510 
(7021 7052575 
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CommumiY b 
Faulity 


Yew o1 
Imjiacl 

Yeai of 
Acquisition 


Civilian 
Jobs Lost 

(Militory 

Transfers) 


New Civilian Jobs 
Total New 

Jobs Jobs 

On 8ase On 8ase 


Oirect 
Off Base 
Jobsr 


Majrw Firms/ 
Activities 


College 
Vo Tech 
Students 


Land 

Use 


Community 

Contact 


Mt>nchusie(. New Hampshiie 
Giemet An Force 8ase 


13C6 
I9t)6 75 


138 

' 13201" 


4.500 


3.200 




Sanders Assoaates, Disognn 
Industnes, Summit Packaging. 
Atmlec 'ndusiries. Naiional Gypsum 
Cotter & Ca, Com|iuier vision. 
Municipal All purl 




A.CI. 

D.H 


Jane Hills. Business Development 
R«'p'fSP'il<*tive Gieatci 
Mjrrchi'stvi Development Coip. 
B89 llin Street, Manchester. 

Niw Hampshire 03101 
lU;3i 624 6505 


8mluigion. New Jen>e> 
8iirlii)ijiun Army 
Afiiiiiuiiition Flant 


1973 
1977 ' 


520 

ilO) 


400 


400 




Duplilai. Resource Eqtiity 
Divriopers, Mothers Kuthens Inc 
Abie Udiehousing. Joint Burlingtons 
Economic Devel-ipment Cotp 




0.1 


Mayor Herman Cnslelto. 

City Hal, 

Burlington. New >rsey 08016 
16091 38b 02U0 


Edison, New Jersey 
Camp Kilmer 


1963 

1365 


578 
14261 ■ 


3.800 


3.800 




Livingston College Campus of 
Rulrjers Unrversily. Kjisei 
Aluminum Revlon, American Can 
Spaulding M.ttlell Tnys. 

Jub Uif|is, Mulidesn County 
Vo Tech Sclmol lirjhiolici Co. 
Fbstal Service Mail Sorting Center 


3500(0^ 

lC‘i»Sl 

463ili 


CE.F 

I.D 


John A Delesandra Business 
Administialuf Edison Township, 
lir .Murutiiia! Bivd. Edison 
New Jersey OSH 17 
(20!' 287 0900 


Edison New Jersey 
Fijiftdn Afstnj' 


19M 
19M 65 


2 610 

"■ 18: 


13,100 


13,100 




RCA. American Hospital Supply. 

R H Mdcy Singer. B F Goodrich. 
Nestle. GSA Depot, Coniinenlal Can. 
United Parrel Service Lloyd 
Lieclfomcs, Gram Liquor, Michelin 
Tires. Kirsch Cq TLiniada and 
Huliday Inns. Middle se« 

County Comniiinity College 


40831C' 


CfF 
1,0 P 


F^ler Cook Managing Principal, 
Summit Associates hic., 

Raiilari Fdara II, Hjrilaii Center. 
Erltsnn, Niv. Jersey 0881B 
121111 225 2900 


Lumbenon, New Jersey"^ 
NtKe Site 25 


1974 

1976 


94 

(-) 


75 


41 




Lumberton Township Municipal 
Dllices, MiilAwf School lot 
learning Disalulitics 




EM 


Pdtircia Goldy Cle<k 
binbcrton Tnwnstup 
l*U. Boi 1860 

Lumberton. New Jersey 08048 
lEifi'J' 2C7 3217 


Roswell, New Mexico 
WdUei All Fofie Bose 


1967 
■ 1967 


379 

(4,900) 


2,770 


2.770 




Transportation Mfg Coip 
Lev: Strauss. COS Meilical Center 
Eastern Ntu Mentij University 


1 400(C) 


a.ceh, 

Ho.l 


flalph Mclntie, President, 
Roswell Ciiamber ol Commerce, 
Fti Bo. 70. 

Russsell New Meiico 88201 
(509) 624 68/':i 


Newburgh, New YoiK 
Ste-.van All Forte Bdse 


1969 

1971 


1011 

■■(2,700) 


525* 


525 




Air Eipress In lei national. 

Fmt'fy All Freight. USUA 
Animat Impor: Center, New York 
Dept ol Tidrr(..j'laIion. 

All Natrona' Guard, 

General Aviation Airport 




A. FI, 
R.S 


William Diggle 

Depdrimtni ol Tiansponation 
Ste.vart Imeinationa' Aupoii 
PU Boi 61Ul 

Niwliurgli. New York 12550 
1914' ?Hll) 


New York City New York 
Army Piciuiidi CeiilH 


1970 

1972 


388 

(64! 


300’ 


30(1 




American Museum ol 
the Movie Image’ 
Kaufiiiait Austoiia Studios 




C.f Hi 


Nancy Graham. 

Assistant to the Piesident. 
America.' Museum ol the Movie 
Iridusiiy 343 ! 35ih Street 
Austoria. Niw York 111D6 
(718 784 4520 


New York Crfy, New York 
Biouklyn Army lermiiial 


1976 

1981 


336 

(S4I 


1,250“ 


1,250 




Punting Cenler.“ 

New folk Rail Car Ca, 
SAMCD Ina 




1 


Ken Lung. Senior Development 
Manager, New York (jty 
Public Development Corp, 

161 William Street 

New Yuik City. New York 10038 

(212 619 5000 


New York Ciiy. New York 
Si Albans Naval Hospita' 


1974 

1974“ 


386 

(517) 


715 


715 




Veterans Admimstration Hospital. 
Naval Hospital Park 




H.P 


Solomon Goodrich, 

Executive Directoi, Southern 
Queens Park Associaiion Inc., 
119lh Avenue & Merrick Blvd 
Jamaica. New York 11434 
(718; 526 553C 
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Year ol 
impact 

Year of 
Acquisition 


Civilian 


New Civilian Jnbs 












CominunMy b 

FdCility 


IMilitaiy 

Transfers! 


Total 
Jubs 
On Base 


New 
Jubs 
On Base 


Oirect 
Off Basa 
Jobs + 


Major Firms/ 
Activities 


College 

Voloch 

Students 


land 

Use 


Community 

Cuntact 


Schnecudy. New Yutk 
Sclirii’Ltdiiy Army Oe|)Ut 


19CE 
' 1967^ 


464 

nsr 


600 


600 




General flectnc, 
fleuleii Inc, 

State of New York 




1 . 0 , 

S 


Giant Thuiiipsoii, Senior Vice 
Piesideiil, Northeasiem Industrial 
Park Inc, PQ Bo* 38, Guildciland 
rintei. New York 12065 
(51B) 96l5'-55 


Vuoihesvifle. New York 
Vooihesvilte General Depot 


19f>6 
1967 ' 


i.ono 
■ (20) 


2,300 


2,300 




Scott F^pei, 

Piiiciof b Gamhle, 
Ciy^lei Car Distribution 
Aijv.jy feeds. 

Stale of New YorF 




C.I.S 


Giant Thompson. Senior Vice 
Pieiiifcnt, Nonheastein Industrial 
Park tnc fU Hui 38 Guilderland. 
Center, Ni\v York K'U85 
1518' 9615555 


Wditnown, New York 
/«.! idiiAi. Arr Force Slaliorr 


1979 
19b 1 


24 

m4» 


382 


382 




Watertown Correction 
Facility 




S 


Edward F Reynolds 
Superintendent. 

Wdienown Coiieaion Facility 
V.,il.'k..\n New Yuik 13b01 
I3i5; 79.’ 7490 


Wilmington. Nortli Cdioliiia 

Ai' Itiu lull'!- 1 ‘itrii bgrijdriiii 

Hditixi' .(.mty Aiipon 


1976 

1976 


4 

!96' 


487 


51 




Piedmont Airlines. 

Clyde Aiijiyitca' Industries 
All Wiliniiiijiuii Inc. An 
National Giiatil County Airport 




AC.I.R 


Rudolph C Shackelford Jr. 
Airport M.injgi'f New Hjnovei 
County Aifpuit Rnnte 6 Bai 49. 
Wiiiiiingiiin North Caiolina 28405 
(919' 7!,31 o71 


Belletuntaine Oluo 
Bcilt'iiiMtiiri e All Ftiire Sidtion 


19C8 

1970 


27 

(136. 


12P 


120 




Ohio FfiFYjint Jotnl 
Voutiunat School 


2 000(C'* 
5T!I (S> 


E 


Ol John Kilchenman 
Super intendin' lUnn Hi fYiint 
Joint V.ijiionj' Slim ;' HfD2. 
Bdielontjine, Ohio 433U 
(513' 599 301(1 


Columbus Ohio 

Ruir bjckft All Force Ba'ic 


1976 

I9b4 


380 
n 7IHP 


925 


925 




Flying Itrjers An ficrght. 
Mcisnrv Flectnc, luckliccd. 
All National Guard 
Army (ieufvr; 

Genpfdl Aviation Airpot 




A.C.I, 

MR 


Eric Waldron. Eiecotive Ouectoi. 
Rickenbarkci FYirt Aulhorrty, 

3 '5 S High StieiM 
Columbus Ohio 4J215 
I'd 461 'JW6 


F\i#t Clinton OliKj 
E'u A-ni> Depot 


191)6 

19l7 


1.895 

(351 


lOOR 


1,000 




Uni Royal AIV Packaging, 

Ares Inc, USCO Dist Services 
liiL Scanduia. Oak Ffarhor 
Tool fa Die. Supf'fior M'n 




1 


Jelt Cfoshy Manager 
Eire Indnstnal f^ark 
Plirt li.iilun, Ohio 434 52 
(419 5 35 405' 


loledo. 01 NO 
R. 1 - A'serid' 


19C9 

19cii 


1654 

1'. ’■ 


3900 


3,200 




Toledo Mold, Temo Glass, 
Internationa' H i Co 
Jones River Cnrp, 

Michae' J Owens .fiimor College 
F^nla Counit Vucatiunal Schnul 


4,57(KC»^ 
1 4CD'S) 


E.l 


Susan tVfcbb President, 
A'tijiuii'i ID boi 911, 
l.iledo, Ohio 43b92 
'4'j 666 322? 


Wilmington. Ohio 
[ . 'i Ai' Foice Bose 


19M 

1973 


613 

(66r 


2,000 


2,000 


125 


Feinn Washington Inc, Aubnine 
km; k.,.cli Corp, 

UMSflS Ifti Tiurks Inc, 
Internationa' Pape'* bore! Oaks 
ViH.itiuiidl School Geripiat Avioiion 
Aiiport huefijii Trade Zone 


1 i 


A.E I 
0 


Robert Olmgei 
Euiut'.e DireilOi. 

Coiniiiunity Irnpiovement Coip. 
2527 Stjle Route 134, North 
A' lijiN .ji •II, Dhic 4'ol77 
1513) 3L. 2339 


Bums Flat, Oklahoma 
Dinton Shermai. An Fuice Base 


19G9 70 
' 1970 


391 

n.7ooi 


40(] 


400 




Wagnei Electnt, Elco Weta! 
Pioducts, Halliborion Services. 
Jamesviiie hculocts. Western 
Oklahoma Vocatiorjl Technical 
Center Municipal Airport 


450(C) 


A.Ag.C. 
E.l V 


Jim Fleiter, Chief Executive 
Officer, Midwestern Oklahoma 
D-'.vlopment Authority, FH Boi 
W9, Bums Flat, Oklahoma 73624 
I46’5‘ 562 3111 


Corvallis. Oregon 
A.ldir All Force Station 


1969 
“ 1973 


180 

l9Mt ■ 


130 


105 




0ir»gon South West Washington 
Laborers liatnmg Trosi. 

Oregon Fish fa Wildlife Service 
Sairtiam High School. 

Adaii Village Housing 


ms\ 

45(1) 


E,f 

Ho.S 


Donald Owen, Ouecioi of 
Timriing O'eyon Southwest 
Washington Laborers Tiammg 
bust. Ruute 5 Boi 325A, 
Corvallis Oregon 97330 
1503) 745 5513 
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Community b 
FticilitY 

Ma/fiiJiuiQ. PwMisylViinia 
DlfiiilL'd AfB and Middltlown An 
Mjieful Area 



Loncostef, Pennsylvania 
Mjfifna All force Siaiiun 



Philadelphia. Penns ylvania 
fianloid Arsenal 



Ptioenixville, Pennsylvania 
Ijlle, foiye Aiin^ Huspiljl 



York Pennsylvania 
Yuik Njtjl Didnance Plan! 



Aguadilla. Pueno Rico 
Ramey Ai' foiLe [iase 



Vieques Puerto Rico 
Camp Garcia 



Nevnpon, Rhode Island 
Newport Na-al Bast 



North Kingstown, Rhode Island 
Ouonse! Point Naval An Staiiun 



Greenville. South Ceiolina 
Oonaldsun An Knee Base 



Year ol 
linpaci 

Year ol 
Acqoiytion 


Civilian 


New Civilian Jobs 












(Military 

Translers) 


Total 
Jobs 
On Base 


New 
Jobs 
Dn Base 


Direct 
Dif Base 
Jobs^ 


Major Firms/ 
Activities 


College 
Vo Tech 
Students 


Land 

Use 


Conimiinity 

CuiilaCt 


1905 1.6 
“ 1908 


10050 

(1,2501 


4060 


3.600 




fruehaul. f^nnsylvanta Slate 
University Capitol Campus, 
Municipal Airport. 

National Guard 


2 64n'CI 


A f Mu,l, 
PH,b 


Matthew M Douglas. Eiecutivt 
Vice Piesideni. Hji'iJiunj Aii.a 
Cliambcr ol roniineice 
114 Wjliiul Siieet, 

Hamsliurij Ptiuisylvania 17101 
17171 232 4121 


1967 

1968 ^ 


750 

(-) 


636 


636 




Armstrong World Cq 




1 


David W Lauhack Director ol 
Real Estate Armstrong Wurld Ca. 
Laiicastei, fVnnsvIvania 176113 
17171 397 06M 


1977 

1983 


3,400 

(171 


600 


600 




Philadelphia Biologies, 
Abbey Autoniotive, 
Sharon foods 




C.I.P 


Mark Hankin, President, 

Hjiikiii Mjiidgenti'ni Ca, 

KJ Bn. 26/67 

Elkins Paik fVnnsylvania 19117 
(215; 671 'Juw: 


1973 74 
1976 


645 

iM6) 


142 


94 




Valley forge Christian College 
Loral School am! Park Activities 


506(0 

70IS- 


E 


Do'othy Panoc. E.cculiwe Duector. 
Valley loi.je Use Study 
Curnmiiiri', 111 Bni 29. 
Iliofiiiivil't.. PflKiSfivania 19460 
12151 933 3070 


19M 
■ 19M 


1,092 

(131 


1,160 


1,160 




Har'ey Davidson 
Motoi Cnmpany !nc 




1 


Frank Castor. 

Dircctoi n! l\*fsonnel. 

Hjih-y 'ij.idson Motor Ca Inc. 
Yiik. Htimsylvanid 17401 
(7171 848 1177 


1973 

19/J 


709 

(3,80l 


1,207 


210 


1.443 


American Hospital Supply, 
Umveisity of Puerto Rico, 

Job Coips US Coas’ Guard, 
Diijital Equipment.* Avon 
Products * Hewliti Packard* 
Mumci'ij' Airport 


1000(0 


AEf 

H.Hn.t, 

M.n.s 


Dr Leonanl Shapiro. Direr'nr 
Service InJusliies Special I'lujccis, 
Puerto Rico Economic 
Develupnienl Aiiiriuiily, 

355 Roost%eli Awmic, 

Hdto Rey Puerto Rico 0091B 
I8U9I 753 6859 


1979 

1980 


70 

(133! 


V 




366 


Espernaa Resort* 

Daitdie Corp,* Vieques 
Graphics,* South Biom 
Greenhouse* Sparaiec Inc* 




Ag.l 


Luis Herreio, E.ecuiivt Director. 
Vieques Economic Development 
Cotp. Bo. 1624 
Vieques, Puerto Rico 00765 
(809) 741849? 


1974 
1978 ' 


454 

(11,0691 


90C 


900 


1.558 


Deiecktor Shipyard, Bend Inc., 
Hughes Aircrat'* Avtr) Corp* 
Syscon,* MctaugMu. Kvsej:ch* 
Raytheon* MCA Scrvrres Co* 




l,P 


lauis A Fa^Tano. Eieculive 
Diiecioi. Rhode Island Department 
ol Economic Development 
GilUdOe buihling. 

7 Jackson Wjlkway 
Piowidence Rl 02903 
1401) 277 2601 


1974 
1978 80 


4,500 

167211) 


7,000 


7,000 




Electric Boat Ca. 
Newport Ofishore 
Anieiitecli Coip, 

Cowa Plastics, IMS Inc. 
General Aviation Airpoit 




A,C,F 

I, PR. 
S 


Allied Santainello, Associate 
Directoi, Piopeily Manaycinont 
and Development, 

Rhode Island F\.rt Authority. 

7 Belvei Avenue North 
Kingstown, Rhode Island 02652 
1401) 277 3134 


1963 

1964 


672 
(4 1001 


3,500 


3,500 


2,360 


Woolworth Distribution Center, 
UiMon Carbide, 3M Company, 


600(0 


A.E.I, 

P 


Charles L Sanders, 
General Manager, 



Norwich Pharmacal. Michelm,* 
Donaldson Area Vocatwn.il 
Education Center. General Aviation 
Airport, Lockheed Aero Center 
General Electric 



Donaldson Ceniei, 

Greenville Soulh Carolina ?9G0S 
(8031 277 3152 
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Year o( 
Impact 


Civilian 
Jobs Lost 


New Civilian Jobs 














Total 


New 


Direct 




College 






Cummunity b 


Year of 


(MdilarY 


Jobs 


Jobs 


Oh Base 


Ma|oi Rrms^' 


VuTech 


Land 


Communify 


facility 


Acquisition 


Transfers) 


On Base 


On Base 


Jobs + 


Activities 


Students 


Use 


Conluct 


EtJgemonl. South Odkota 


1967 


51? 




8 




flog [Rising 




Ag.Ho 


Matthew Brown. 


Black Hilh Army Depot 




(1?1 














ftiimer Mayot. Boi 629, 
Edgemont, South Dakota 57735 
(bC5) 662 7720 


Siiiym;i Tennessee 


I9C9 


470 


2,418 


2,418 




Cumherland Mig. Squaie D Co. 


160(0 


A.E. 


Day franklin, 


All Kiice Base 


1971 


(4,050) 








Belter Built Aluminum. 




H.l 


Sniji’j Airport Authority, 














Cuiiiprebensive Fietiabi Illation 




M 


Smyrna Tennessee 3 '167 














Cenlei. Municipal Arrporl 






(615) 459 2651 


Amafillo. Teias 


19C8 


1,511 


1,030 


1,030 




Bell Ffelicopter. Ifvi Stianss. 


1,200(0 


AAg.C, 


Bill Wilson. Airport Manger. 


Amanllo Alt Force Base 


1969 


(5,560) 








Tasco Engineering. Century 




E.l 


Amanllr) Irtlerrijlional Airport 














Aiicrafl. leias S' ate 






lOSm Aiipurt Blvd . 














Technical Instiinte. 






Amantio. leias 79111 














Miinrcipal Airport 






(8[lCi 335 1671 


Big Spnng Teias 


1977 


909 


490 


450 




Frasei (ndusifies ABM Flectiic. 


iswo 


A.E.H, 


Harold Boyd, Manager, 


kSebb All Foict Base 


1978 


(?,?041 








Fiber Flei. Bureau ol Prisons, 


740(1 j 


( 


Birj Spring Airport b Industrial 














Ffalltbiinon Iramirig facility W'esiein 






*, rtj Boi 391, 














Container Southwest College 






Big Spring, Teias ’9720 














(or the Deal Municipal Airport 






(915) 26313B8 


Hdilingen. Teias 


196? 


7?0 


1,OOU 


1,000 




li^i Strauss Teias Steel 


2,0n0’r' 


A.C, 


David Allti, President, 


Harliiiijid An Fone Base 


1963 64 


(3 100) 








Mai me Mtinary Academy 


5'i)fSl 


ll 


Chamber ol Commerce. 














Teijs Stale Technical Institute 




IM 


PO Boi 189. 














foiiledeiali All foice, 






Hjilmgen. leias 78550 














Mjiucipal Airport 






(5121 423 5440 


Laruilu. Teias 


1973 


700 


1,615 


1.100 




Sanchee; O'Biicn Co. 




A.C.f 


Jose Slores. Assistant An port 


Lifctftj Aif Force Bj>e 


1975 


11,9981 








Wi hb Count, K Mart. 




HoilO. 


Diredui Laredo Inter national 














Iracoi ftiduiii Municipal Airport, 




P.S 


All port, Laredo, Idas 78041 














Laredo City Dtlices 






(5121 722 4933 


Mineral Wells, TeuS 


1974 


1,?1S 


1,300 


1,300 




TRW flo Drill Western Ca. 


250'C) 


A.C.E, 


Sam Phelps City Manager, 


F^irf Walters 


197b 77 


(692t 








FfH.V Industries, M Industries. 




Hu.l 


PO Boi 339. 














Dm^ Cn I'll, fippnieni, 






Miller dl Wells. Teias 76UG7 














Aeatherlyrd College; 
General Aviation An port 






(8V. 325 78;-! 


San Mdicos Teias 


1963 


30 


720 


720 




Gary Joh Corps fen ter 


2,2aVTl 


AE 


Albert fHrrkms, Director. 


Camp Gary 


19ob 


111 








Mijrucrpal Airpurt 






Job Coijis Centei. Boi 967. 
San Marcos, k-ias 76CCC 
(5121 396 6561 


Slier man Dennison, Teias 


1971 


600 


495 


450 




Texas Instiumcnis. Teledyne 


200(0 


A.E.H. 


Doyte Dobbins, General Manager 


Fir r in An foice Base 


1972 


' 11930) 








Continental Hrichcock 




IMS 


Giayson County An port 














Industries, Cessna AiMf.'’ 






51WJ All port Drive 














Grayson Conn', Cui.tije, 






Dennison. Teias 75020 














Municipal Airport 






1214 78C2904 


Stveelwaiei, Teias 


1971 


25 


130 


130 




Teias State 


mo 


E 


Dl Donald May Dean, 


SAeti^aier Arr Force Station 


197r 


(Tool 








Technical Instriuie 






lnsiiuctioi.jl Studies. 

Texas State Technical Institute 
Sweetwaiei. leias 79556 
19151 235 8441 


Waco. Teias 


1966 


833 


1.500 


1.500 




Elsinore Arrow Space 


4.475(0 


A. E.l. 


Munica foutkenbeiry 


James Contrail^ Air foice Base 


1966 


(?980) 








Services. Int 




o.s 


Oiiecioi of F\jblic Information. 














Electro Space, Teias State 






Texas State Technical Insiilui^ 














Techmea Institute 






WaCO. Teias 76703 














Genera' Aviation Airport 






(817) 799 3lil1 


Moses Laiie. Washington 


196C 


38 


825 


825 




Northwest Airlines. 


1,200(0* 


A.AgC. 


David Bailey. Manager. 


Larsen An Foice Base 


1%6 


(3,947) 








Japan An lines. 




E.f.Ho. 


ftjrt of Moses Lake. 














Boeing, Sundstrand. 




1 


Giant Couniy Airport. 














Big Bend Community College 






Moses Lake Washington 38837 














Municipal Airport 






(509) 762 5351 



02 





Year ol 
Impact 

Year of 
Acquisition 


Civilian 


New Civilian Jobs 












CommunitY b 
htcility 


JiiliS Lost 

IMilitary 

Transfers] 


Total 
Jobs 
On Base 


New 
Jobs 
On Base 


Direct 
Off Base 
Jobs 4 


Ma)Of Firms/ 
Activities 


CoHege 
Vo Tech 
Students 


Land 

Use 


CommunitY 

Contdcl 


Madison. Wisconsin 
Tfuai field 


19&8 

1958 


378 

(2.6581 


2.150 


1.500 




KaTetiori Laboratories, Badger 
Sheet Steel, niiriant Engineers, 
Wisconsin Hiyhei Education Corp. 
Madison Area Tcchrucal College, 
Municipal An port 


800(C)* 


A,C,E. 

l.S 


Charles Pfeierson, 

Business Manager. 

Dane County Regional Airport, 
Madison. Viisconsiri 53704 
(608) 246 3 385 


Total Civilians 




93,424 


138,138 


127,889 


7,330 




53,744(0 

7,8b4'Sl 

8,110(1) 







Total MiIiiafY 1137.8231 
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APPENDIX B 



DEFENSE SECRETARY'S COMMISSION ON 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 



Honorable Jack Edwards - Co-Chairman 

* Born - Birmingham, Alabama 

* Education - JD, University of Alabama 

* Career Highlights - Former Congressman 

- Partner, Hand, Arendall, Bedsoke, 
Graves & Johnston 



Honorable Abraham A. Ribicoff - Co-Chairman 



* 

* 

* 



Born - New Britain, Connecticut 
Education - JD, University of Chicago 
Career Highlights - Former Congressman 



Former Governor of Connecticut 
Former Secretary of Health, 
Education and Welfare 
Former Senator 

Special Counsel, Kaye, Scholer, 
Fierman, Hays & Handler 



Mr. Louis Cabot 

* Born - Boston, Massachusetts 

* Education - MBA - Harvard University 

* Career Highlights - Chairman of the Board, Cabot 

Corporation 

- Chairman of the Board, The 
Brookings Institution 



Honorable W. Graham Claytor, Jr 

* Born - Roanoke, Virginia 

* Education - JD, Harvard Law School 

* Career Highlights - Former Secretary of the Navy 

- Former Deputy Secretary of 
Defense 

- Chairman of the Board & 
President, National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation 



84 



Mr. Donald F. Craib, Jr 

* Born - Seattle, Washington 

* Education - BS, UCLA 

* Career Highlights - Former Chairman and CEO, Allstate 

Insurance 



Honorable Martin R. Hoffman 

* Born - Stockbridge, Massachusetts 

* Education - LLB, University of Virginia 

* Career Highlights - Former Defense General Counsel 

- Former Secretary of the Army 

- Managing Partner, Gardner, Carton 
& Douglas 



General Bryce Poe II, USAF (Ret) 

* Born - Wichita, Kansas 

* Education - Colorado School of Mines and University 

of Kansas 

- BS, U. S. Military Academy 

* Career Highlights - Former Vice Commander-in-Chief , 

U.S. Air Force Europe 
- Former Commander, Air Force 
Logistics Command 



General Donn A, Starry, USA (Ret) 

* Born - New York, New York 

* Education - BS , U.S. Military Academy 

* Career Highlights - Former Commanding General, U.S. 

Army Training and Doctrine 
Command 

- Former Commander-in-Chief, U.S. 
Readiness Command 

- Executive Vice President, Ford 
Aerospace & Communications 



Honorable Russell E. Train 

* Born - Jamestown, Rhode Island 

* Education - JD, Columbia University 

* Career Highlights - First Chairman, Council on 

Environmental Quality 

- Former Administrator, 
Environmental Protection Agency 

- Former President, World Wildlife 
Fund 

- Chairman of the Board, World 
Wildlife Fund and The 
Conservation Foundation 
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Honorable Thomas F. Eagleton 

* Born - St. Louis, Missouri 

* Education - BA, Amherst College, LL.B, Harvard Law 

School 

* Career Highlights - Circuit Attormey of St. Louis, 

1957-1961 

- Attorney General of Missouri, 
1961-1965 

- Lieutenant Govenor of Missouri, 
1965-1969 

- U.S. Senator from Missouri, 
1969-1987 

- Currently a University Professor 
of Public Affairs, Washington 
University in St. Louis, Missouri 

- Member of the law firm Thompson 
and Mitchell 



Vice Admiral William H. Rowden, USN (RET) 

* Born - Woodsville, New Hampshire 

* Education - BS, U.S. Naval Academy, 1952 

* Career Highlights - Commander, Sixth Fleet 

- Commander, Military Sealift 
Command 

- Commander, Naval Sea Systems 
Command 

- Graduate of Armed Forces Staff 
College 

- Designated Material Professional 



James C. Smith 

* Born - Memphis, Tennessee 

* Education - Doctor of Engineering, Texas A&M 

* Career Highlights - Currently President of the 

Infrastructure Group 

- Member of the Army Science Board 

- Senior Vice President/Director of 
Defense Project Development 1985- 
1986 

- Selected to manage the annual 
Department of Defense Military 
Construction Bill 1974-1985 
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OFPARTMFNT OT DfFENSF 
SUMMARY or NUMOFR OF 1 NS 1 A L L A T I OfJS 



APPENDIX C 



BREAKDOWN OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS BY STATE AND BRANCH OF SERVICE 
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OFPARTMFNT OF DFFtNSf: 

SUMMARY OF NUMOFR OF INSTALLATIONS 
H n i f p* d S I o t « s 
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